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Individuals frequently spend time outside of their home neighborhoods. The location, 
composition, and characteristics of the places they visit during the course of routine 
activities inform our understanding inequality, segregation, and of how social 
environments shape health. Using data from the Los Angeles Family and 
Neighborhood Study (LAFANS), I provide evidence that undocumented immigrants, 
perhaps because of the fear, stigmatization, and disadvantages associated with their 
immigration status travel fewer miles to fewer total locations and spend time in 
neighborhoods that have a lower share of white residents and are characterized by 
more concentrated disadvantage. I also demonstrate the utility of activity spaces as a 
measure of immigrant assimilation. Finally, I provide evidence that exposure to 
violent crime near one’s activity space destinations is related to elevated levels of C-
reactive Protein (CRP), a key indicator of systemic inflammation and cardiovascular 
disease risk. 
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PREFACE 
 
Urban research, dating back to the work of early Chicago theorists has stressed 
the importance of neighborhood-level factors in shaping social life. These early efforts 
highlighted the ways that structural characteristics of urban neighborhoods, such as 
poverty, residential turnover and instability, and ethnic heterogeneity, exert effects on 
crime, social ties, and the life chances of residents. Many subsequent studies have 
built on this work, providing evidence of the importance of “place” and extending this 
logic to connect neighborhood structural characteristics to individuals’ mental and 
physical health.  
Recently, scholars have shifted their focus beyond the residential 
neighborhood in order to consider the impact of the other social environments that 
individuals pass through during the course of their daily lives. The reasons for this are 
relatively straightforward. Individuals regularly cross the boundaries of their 
residential neighborhoods for a variety of daily routine activities. To the degree that 
individuals spend time in these other non-residential spaces, the features of the 
physical and social environments and the people they encounter likely have 
understudied ramifications.  
Non-residential environments are, for example, also spaces in which 
individuals encounter relevant exposures. During the course of daily travel individuals 
may breathe polluted air, see or experience crime, or observe other forms of social 
disorder. Social contact also frequently occurs in non-residential spaces, and 
meaningful social ties form as a result (Small 2004). Casual interactions or passive, 
regular encounters may also help build norms of informal social control and contribute 
to feelings of trust (Browning and Soller 2014).  
x 
The degree to which non-residential spaces mirror the social segregation one 
experiences in one’s home neighborhood may therefore further reduce opportunities 
for between-group contact. Indeed, activity spaces, the name frequently given to the 
totality of environments an individual spends time in, are often as racially segregated 
as one’s residential neighborhood (Jones and Pebley 2014). Understanding whether 
groups do or do not share the non-residential spaces they visit provides more holistic 
insight into the social distance between racial/ethnic groups and, potentially, the social 
isolation of particularly disadvantaged groups.  
Activity spaces studies such as this one allows researchers to gain a more 
comprehensive understand of the degree to which place shapes social life. 
Furthermore, taking into account the varied geographic locations in which people 
spend time allows for an understanding of the relative importance of the residential 
neighborhood compared to other contextual environments.   
Importantly, studies of both neighborhood effects and activity spaces must 
both address concerns with selection. Individuals are not randomly assigned 
neighborhoods and choice of neighborhood is driven by complex mix of personal 
preferences, needs, and external constraints. Despite these issues it is still important to 
understand the distribution of individuals across neighborhoods and the segregation 
present in individuals’ activity spaces. While it is important to keep issues of selection 
in mind when considering results of neighborhood studies, these analyses provide 
important insight into the potential ways in which social environment shape and 
reflect social processes.   
In this dissertation, I utilize restricted-access data from an innovative survey, 
the Los Angeles Family and Neighborhood Study (LAFANS), in order to better 
understand the differences in activity spaces for undocumented immigrants. The 
racial/ethnic or socioeconomic composition of the neighborhoods in which activity 
xi 
space destinations are located provides insight into the types of non-residential 
environments disadvantaged or marginalized groups have preferences for or access to. 
The characteristics of activity spaces are indicative of broader social cleavages within 
a metropolitan area, or how comfortable groups with precarious legal situations, such 
as undocumented immigrants, feel in traveling outside of their home neighborhoods. 
Furthermore, studies of segregation that rely solely characteristics of residential 
neighborhoods may miss the ways in which broader activity spaces can be more 
integrated, potentially providing opportunities for between-group contact.  
Most research on neighborhood effects and residential outcomes or processes 
has been derived from comparisons between blacks and whites in cities such as 
Chicago or New York. Considerably less scholarship has been devoted to evaluating 
the residential outcomes of Latinos. Latinos make up the majority of L.A. County 
residents, accounting for approximately 49% of the population. Furthermore, Los 
Angeles County is a longtime immigrant gateway, making data on its residents well-
suited for investigations of immigrant incorporation. Given its history as a receiving 
context for new immigrants, if differences between immigrants and natives are 
observed in L.A. County, they may represent conservative estimates of these 
disparities. 
Furthermore, this dissertation explores whether occurrences of violent crime 
near respondents’ activity space locations, such as homes, workplaces, places of 
worship, grocery stores, and healthcare providers, are related to elevated C-reactive 
protein (CRP) levels. CRP is a key indicator of inflammation related cardiovascular 
risk and chronic stress and these findings shed light on the health impact of regular, 
repeated proximity to crime. My findings also highlight how residential and non-
residential exposures combine to take a toll on cardiovascular health and suggest that 
xii 
temporally and spatially consistent exposures to stressors may play a role in shaping 
disparities in other health outcomes. 
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CHAPTER 1 
HIDING IN THE SHADOWS? THE ACTIVITY SPACES OF UNDOCUMENTED 
IMMIGRANTS 
 
Abstract 
Immigrants who lack legal authorization to live in or work in the United States 
face many barriers and disadvantages, including the stigma of being undocumented 
and persistent fear of detection or deportation. Taken together, these disadvantages 
make it difficult to secure quality of housing in desirable neighborhoods, and may also 
shape immigrants’ activity spaces, resulting in segregation and geographic isolation 
from other groups. Using data from Wave 2 of the Los Angeles Family and 
Neighborhoods Study (LAFANS), I compare the characteristics of the activity spaces 
of undocumented immigrants to those of documented immigrants and native-born 
racial/ethnic groups. I find that undocumented immigrants report fewer routine activity 
locations, and that their activity locations tend to be closer to their homes. 
Undocumented immigrants also tend to spend time in locations characterized by a 
lower share of non-Hispanic racial/ethnic groups and greater concentrated 
disadvantage and residential instability. Overall, my results highlight the impact of 
legal status on stratifying prospects for successful incorporation, and underscore that 
these impacts extend beyond the residential context. 
 
Introduction 
Over the last fifty years, the foreign-born population in the United States has 
rapidly increased in both size and share of the total population. Approximately 50-
million immigrants have arrived over the last 50 years and almost 26 percent of all 
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foreign-born individuals residing the U.S. hail from Latin America (Passel and Cohn 
2017). Understanding Latino immigrants’ ultimate chances for success and 
incorporation into the mainstream is complicated by the non-negligible share which 
lack legal authorization to live and work in the U.S. A sizeable number of prior studies 
have provided evidence of the economic difficulties faced by undocumented 
immigrants.  
Undocumented workers fare poorly on the labor market, with low, uncertain 
wages, frequent workplace exploitation, and weak returns to human capital (Donato et 
al. 2008), and these socioeconomic disadvantages limit personal financial resources 
that may be used to attain housing in better neighborhoods. Undocumented 
immigrants are less likely than other racial/ethnic group to be homeowners, and more 
likely than any other group except native-born blacks to reside in neighborhoods with 
few services, persistent problems, and safety concerns (Hall and Greenman 2013). 
These disparities in residential attainment may be partially due to feelings of fear or 
stigmatization associated with undocumented status (Cavazoz-Rheg et al. 2007; 
Willen 2007) that can lead to a reluctance to engage with or limited access to banks, 
lenders, and other forms of credit (Suro et al., 2002; Bair 2003; Amuedo-Dorantes and 
Bansak 2006).  
Undocumented status may likewise shape immigrants’ broader activity 
patterns. Crucial insight into assimilation is gained by considering non-residential 
destinations and the degree to which the neighborhoods immigrants spend time in or 
have access to differ from those of other native-born groups. While residential 
neighborhood conditions play a critical role in structuring life chances, health, and 
wellbeing (see Sampson et al. 1999; Robert 1999), most individuals travel outside of 
their residential neighborhoods for a variety of routine activities—such as for work 
and also to visit grocery stores, places of worship, and healthcare providers (Sastry et 
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al. 2002; see also Vallee et al. 2010; Zenk et al. 2011). These broader spatial patterns 
may represent an understudied indicator of immigrants’ relative social integration. 
Activity patterns may be an earlier sign of assimilation, as they are perhaps more 
easily changed than one’s place of residence or even place of work. Activity patterns 
also may represent the comfort with which immigrants navigate their new homes or 
the ways in which assimilation is occurring unevenly across various domains of one’s 
life. The degree to which undocumented immigrants’ daily activity patterns are 
concentrated in more constrained geographic areas, characterized by segregation from 
native-born racial/ethnic groups, and defined by exposure to socioeconomic 
disadvantage also has important implications for their well-being, incorporation, and 
ultimate success in the US.  
In this paper, I examine whether undocumented immigrants visit fewer non-
residential locations and whether these destinations are located closer to their homes 
than documented immigrants and native-born groups. I also test whether 
undocumented immigrants’ activity spaces differ from these groups in regards to racial 
and ethnic composition, concentrated disadvantage, and residential instability. I use 
data from Wave 2 of the Los Angeles Family and Neighborhood Survey (LAFANS). 
There are several advantages of using the LAFANS for research on immigrants’ 
activity spaces. First, the LAFANS contains detailed questions on immigrants’ legal 
status, allowing documented and undocumented immigrants to be examined as 
separate groups. Second, LAFANS employs innovative survey methods to identify 
locations where individuals conduct daily activities. Using the geographic coordinates 
of these locations, I am able to construct measures of respondents’ activity spaces, or, 
more specifically, the areas surrounding homes, workplaces, and other locations they 
visit during daily activities like shopping, attending church, and visiting friends. 
Importantly, taking activity spaces into account in this way may shed more light on the 
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broader social segregation of undocumented immigrants, highlighting how they may 
be isolated from other groups during the course of routine daily activities. This social 
exclusion may serve to compound the vast array of other disadvantages undocumented 
immigrants already face.  
 
Background 
Immigrants make up an increasingly large segment of the American 
population. As of 2016, immigrants represent almost 14 percent of the population, 
with 1 out of every 4 children under 18 years of age in the US living in a family with 
at least one foreign-born parent (Grieco et al. 2012). Approximately 11.3-million of 
these immigrants lack legal authorization to live or work in the US (Krogstad et al. 
2017). While the number of unauthorized immigrants in the US has not grown 
significantly since about 2008, undocumented individuals account for 3 percent of the 
total US population, and around 50 percent of all immigrants from Mexico and Central 
America. As of 2015, three-quarters of all undocumented immigrants to the U.S. were 
born in Central or South America (Passel and Cohn 2017).  
Given the sheer size of this population, coupled with the growing national 
political attention that has been focused on undocumented families in recent years as 
federal detention and deportation efforts have increased in scope and frequency, it is 
crucial to better understand how legal status contributes to immigrant incorporation 
and success. Examining the characteristics of the residential and non-residential 
contexts in which immigrants spend time provides insight into the extent to which 
daily activities are centered in and around the residential neighborhood and whether 
undocumented immigrants are more likely than other groups to conduct their daily 
lives in spaces that are socioeconomically disadvantaged and racially/ethnically 
segregated.  
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Previous studies on place effects have often focused on the characteristics of 
the residential context. Which neighborhoods immigrants are able to secure housing in 
have important implications for their ultimate incorporation. In particular, residential 
segregation is both an indicator of and facilitator of assimilation (Massey 1985). By 
limiting spatial proximity to mainstream groups, segregation can slow sociocultural 
integration, and make intermarriage and between-group social tie formation less likely 
(Qian and Lichter 2007; Huckfeldt 1983). The importance of the residential setting is 
also felt in other determinants of immigrant incorporation, such as social mobility.  
However, individuals spend time in many other locations during the course of 
routine daily activities. For example, a study of adults in L.A. County found that they 
travel an average of eight miles to locations such as workplaces or grocery stores (see 
Sastry et al. 2002). This falls well beyond the typical boundaries of the residential 
census tract (in L.A. County, for example, the average length of a census tract is 0.82 
miles), which is the proxy for neighborhood boundaries that is most frequently used in 
social scientific research. Employed adults also often spend the majority of their 
waking hours outside of their home census tracts (Robinson 1997). 
Taking into account the characteristics of activity spaces, such as the number 
of routine, daily destinations they visit or how far away from their homes they travel 
during daily commutes, provides a more holistic view of the degree of ease or comfort 
with which immigrants navigate their communities, and the social contexts in which 
they are embedded (see also Mathews 2011). The racial/ethnic and socioeconomic 
composition of non-residential locations visited during the course of daily life may 
provide opportunities for between-group contact and access to resources and non-
residential exposure to socioeconomically disadvantaged neighborhoods may act as a 
multiplier on the other barriers to success and well-being faced by undocumented 
immigrants. 
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Non-residential and residential daily exposures likely shape immigrants’ 
incorporation. For example, previous studies suggest that characteristics of activity 
spaces are connected to socioeconomic success, social integration, and even physical 
health (see York Cornwell and Cagney 2017; Sharp et al. 2015; Jones and Pebley 
2014; Matthews 2011; Browning, Soller, and Jackson 2013). The process of 
assimilation is closely tied to social mobility, and understanding barriers to economic 
mobility is essential for assessing the prospects of immigrants (see Massey 1981; 
Piore 1979). Immigrants who live in neighborhoods characterized by concentrated 
disadvantage may experience slower mobility than those who gain residence in more 
favorable settings (Portes and Zhou 2003). Residence in a neighborhood characterized 
by socioeconomic disadvantage is associated with worse economic outcomes for 
adults (Wodtke et al. 2011), along with other indicators of well-being such as physical 
and mental health (Browning and Cagney 2002). Neighborhood disadvantage also 
shapes children’s academic success, adolescent deviance, behavioral development, and 
occupational attainment later in life (Sampson et al. 1999).  
Neighborhood context is significant for a multitude of relevant outcomes, in 
part because where one lives often represents the primary social and normative context 
in which one is embedded and the people one regularly encounters while navigating 
daily life. Neighborhood context shapes proximity to key resources, organizations, and 
institutions (see Robert 1999). The degree to which one’s residential context thereby 
facilitates access to quality schools, resources, and other services varies greatly. 
Similarly, exposures to problems such as deteriorating local physical conditions, 
pollutants, noise, or crime often also vary from neighborhood to neighborhood and 
features of non-residential contexts may attenuate, compound, or moderate the effects 
associated with the characteristics of one’s residential context.  
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Characteristics of activity spaces may also facilitate social integration by 
providing opportunities for between-group contact. Even indirect social contact in 
non-residential locations can lead to a sense of community and familiarity (see 
Browning, Soller, and Jackson 2015). Adults regularly form meaningful social 
relationships with those they meet at churches, schools, or childcare centers and these 
relationships are important sources of support, advice, and information (Small 2009). 
Employed individuals spend time in the area around their workplaces as they navigate 
their daily commutes and if they visit local restaurants for recreational activities, 
lunch, or dinner. Moreover, recent research on activity spaces suggests that neighbors’ 
intersecting non-home routines play an important role in promoting local social 
cohesion and the development of shared normative expectations (Browning, Soller, 
and Jackson 2015).  
Contact with members of other racial/ethnic groups may speed acculturation, 
and could increase the likelihood of intergroup social tie formation and even 
intermarriage. Non-residential locations often differ from one’s residential 
neighborhood in ways that may facilitate access to resources that are not present in the 
residential setting. For example, activity destinations located in areas characterized by 
more socioeconomic advantage may be more proximate to mainstream groups and 
organizations or banks, schools, or other important social institutions. Third, activity 
locations can provide reprieve from or extend exposure to stressors or threats. More 
consistent exposure to disadvantage throughout daily life and across destinations 
likely has implications for immigrants’ incorporation. And, finally, non-residential 
settings provide opportunities for between-group contact that would not traditionally 
be taken into account in analyses that focus only on the residential neighborhood. 
 
Legal Status and Activity Spaces 
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Differences in activity spaces likely have consequences for immigrant success 
and integration, and importantly the severity of these differences may depend on 
whether or not an immigrant is legally authorized to live in and work in the United 
States. It is therefore important to understand how characteristics of activity spaces 
vary for those immigrants who are undocumented. The current political climate, in 
which deportations and family separations dominate headlines, likely increases 
feelings of social stigma around undocumented status and heightened law enforcement 
activity may further exacerbate differences in activity spaces. Importantly, the degree 
to which undocumented immigrants are socially isolated or segregated from other 
racial/ethnic groups and are exposed to poverty throughout their daily activities could 
compound the multitude of other disadvantages they already face.  
Undocumented immigrants and their families face significant barriers to 
economic and social success. They are more likely to have lower wages and 
experience unsafe workplaces, and they often endure abuse or harassment by their 
employers (see, for example, Donato and Massey 1993; Flippen 2012; Hall et al. 
2010; Massey 1987). Lacking legal status stunts chances for economic or educational 
advancement (Kaushal 2008; Greenman and Hall 2013) and the stigma surrounding 
being undocumented can instill fear or anxiety into everyday social encounters or 
activities (Gonzales et al. 2013).  
The stigma and daily fear of detection that often accompany being 
undocumented also complicates immigrants’ interactions with various institutions, 
landlords or realtors, and employers. Undocumented immigrants are less likely to have 
access to credit, and are often wary of engaging with banks or lenders (Suro et al. 
2002; Amuedo-Dorantes and Bansak 2006). This wariness resembles the avoidance of 
record-keeping institutions including banks, schools, and employers reported by other 
vulnerable populations, such as those who have had previous contact with the criminal 
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justice system (Brayne 2014). Concerns about legal status may similarly shape daily 
decisions around when and where to engage in routine activities (see also Goldman 
and Sood 2006).  
Any resulting differences in activity space characteristics likely have far-
reaching implications for immigrant success and integration—shaping who they come 
into contact with during daily life, access to resources, and opportunities for social 
mobility. With this in mind, a first set of hypotheses address the differences in span of 
activity spaces: 
 
Hypothesis 1a: Undocumented immigrants report fewer activity space destinations 
than members of other groups.  
 
Hypothesis 1b: The destinations undocumented immigrants visit are located closer to 
their homes than members of other groups.  
 
Hypothesis 2: Undocumented immigrants live, work, and spend time in neighborhoods 
with lower shares of white residents and higher shares of Latino and immigrant 
residents. 
 
Hypothesis 3: Undocumented immigrants live, work, and spend time in neighborhoods 
with greater concentrated socioeconomic disadvantage and greater residential 
instability than members of other groups.  
 
Prior research emphasizes that undocumented immigrants are less able to 
translate socioeconomic resources into favorable residential outcomes (see Hall and 
Greenman 2013; McConnell; Cort). The neighborhoods that their activity space 
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destinations are located in may differ from those of other immigrants and those of 
native-born groups in similar ways. As immigrants gain economic resources, reside in 
the US for longer, and gain a stronger command of the language they are expected to 
experience residential attainment that more closely resembles that of US-born 
individuals of similar socioeconomic standing (Massey 1985). Undocumented 
immigrants are generally younger, less likely to be partnered upon entry, and have less 
education and fewer economic resources than their documented counterparts (Hoefer 
et al., 2011; Passel and Cohn, 2011). As a result, undocumented immigrants may be 
more likely to reside in immigrant-dense settings. Fear of detection or deportation may 
lead undocumented to be less likely to seek residence or conduct daily activities 
beyond immigrant-dense areas. 
An important alternative consideration is that immigrants’ activity spaces may 
be shaped by their race/ethnicity. Discriminatory practices or behaviors, and other 
structural barriers related to race often limit the residential mobility of marginalized 
groups (Galster and Godfrey 2005; Yinger 1997). Due to racialized barriers to 
homeownership and residential choices, differences in residential attainment between 
immigrants and native-born individuals may be partially attributed to their skin color 
or race/ethnic group affiliation rather than simply immigration-related personal 
characteristics (see also Massey and Denton 1993). This perspective would suggest 
that immigrants’ activity spaces are comprised of individuals from the same 
racial/ethnic group, regardless of their legal status or length of residence. For example, 
it would suggest few differences between the activity spaces of native-born Latinos 
and documented and undocumented foreign-born Latinos. If differences in the 
residential attainment between immigrants and native-born individuals are driven by 
experiences of discrimination or other barriers surrounding race, these barriers would 
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likely operate similarly to shape activity spaces by limiting immigrants’ selection of 
schools, workplaces, grocery stores, or places of worship. Therefore:  
 
Hypothesis 4: Undocumented immigrants’ activity space characteristics and 
composition will differ both from native-born racial/ethnic groups and from 
documented immigrants.  
 
The degree of autonomy an individual is able to exercise over which settings to 
spend time in may vary by type of location. Further, as a result of economic 
disadvantage, undocumented immigrants may be less likely to have access to a 
personal vehicle. The geographic area covered by one’s activity space also often 
depends on access to a personal vehicle or the availability of public transport options 
(Jones and Pebley 2014). Families who lack access to a vehicle may travel fewer miles 
to routine activity locations, or visit fewer locations.  
Therefore, just as being undocumented may limit undocumented immigrants’ 
choices or access to certain types of housing or neighborhoods, it may also restrict the 
distance they can travel to access resources beyond their own neighborhoods. Instead, 
daily activities of undocumented immigrants may be constrained within 
socioeconomically disadvantaged areas, which may present stressors and lack the 
resources and services available to other groups. 
Additionally, the level of racial/ethnic and socioeconomic segregation within a 
given metropolitan area, and the presence of and location of neighborhoods with a 
high share of minority or immigrant residents, structure the degree to which non-
residential activities can provide opportunities for between-group contact. In this 
study, I focus on individuals residing in a single metropolitan context, specifically Los 
Angeles County. 
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Given the barriers undocumented immigrants face to finding employment, they 
may have little choice over where their place of work is located. More autonomy is 
likely exercised when deciding where to grocery shop or attend religious services. If 
undocumented immigrants actively avoid surveilling institutions, they may thereby 
spend less time in more advantaged neighborhoods, where these institutions are often 
located. Furthermore, undocumented immigrants may, during daily activities, choose 
to avoid higher income neighborhoods or neighborhoods with a higher share of white 
residents for fear of standing out, drawing attention, or coming into contact with the 
police. Therefore, I hypothesize that differences in the spaces where documented and 
undocumented immigrants spend their time will be smallest for work locations, and 
greatest for residential contexts and for other (non-home, non-work) locations.  
 
Hypothesis 5: The largest differences between undocumented immigrants and other 
racial/ethnic groups will be observed when examining the characteristics of the spaces 
where non-home and non-work destinations are located.  
 
Given the importance of this group to America’s economic, social, and 
political future, it is crucially important to better understand the broader spatial 
integration of undocumented immigrants relative to other racial/ethnic groups. The 
goal of this study is to expand on past work by examining whether undocumented 
status is associated with differences in activity spaces. Existing research has primarily 
focused on residential outcomes and while understanding the quality of and 
composition of the immediate neighborhood context is important, it is only part of the 
picture. The characteristics of broader activity patterns shed light on the complex ways 
in which legal status may structure the daily lives of immigrants. Specifically, I focus 
on the characteristics of their activity spaces— the number of locations individuals 
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routinely visit, and the distance between individuals’ homes and each location. I also 
analyze several measures of the racial and socioeconomic composition of activity 
spaces. 
 
Data and Methods 
In order to answer these research questions, I employ restricted-access data 
from Wave 2 of the Los Angeles Family and Neighborhood Survey (LAFANS), which 
was collected between 2006-2008. Wave 2 followed up with households who were 
interviewed for Wave 1 of the LAFANS. Wave 1 of LAFANS was collected in 2000-
2002 and was drawn from a stratified random sample of 65 census tracts in Los 
Angeles County, California. Los Angeles County differs from many other 
metropolitan areas in the United States in that almost 49-percent of its residents are 
Hispanic or Latino. Furthermore, Los Angeles has a long history of being a destination 
for new immigrants. Given the size of the Latino population in L.A. and the general 
history of Latino immigration, the spatial integration of undocumented Latino 
immigrants may be more easily facilitated here than in other metropolitan areas. The 
estimates provided by using the LAFANS therefore may be conservative in that 
undocumented Latino immigrants may be even more isolated in cities or areas with 
fewer immigrants and a less established population of their own racial/ethnic group. 
Among the selected census tracts, neighborhoods with a higher share of 
residents at or below the poverty line were oversampled (see Sastry et al. 2006; Sastry 
and Pebley 2003). Adults and children residing in households in these census tracts 
were randomly selected for interview in Wave 1, and an effort was made to re-
interview all Wave 1 households for Wave 2. Additionally, in Wave 2 a random 
selection of households who moved into the sampled neighborhoods between 2002 
and 2006 were also interviewed, yielding an overall response rate of about 68-percent. 
14 
Interviews were conducted in either English or Spanish and households that were 
unable to complete an interview in either language were excluded. For the purposes of 
this paper, I focus on all Wave 2 adult respondents (N = 1,745) who were selected as 
the primary adult respondent for each household and use survey weights that, when 
applied, provide estimates that are representative of the adult population of Los 
Angeles County. Of these 1,745 respondents, 1,482 provided valid addresses for a 
workplace and 1,692 provided a valid address for at least one non-home and non-work 
location.  
 
Dependent Variables: Activity Space Characteristics and Composition   
During the course of the interview, respondents were asked to provide the 
addresses of several key locations that were important to their lives. From the 
provided addresses, I considered a total of seven destinations for which addresses were 
provided: home, workplaces (respondents may provide addresses for up to two 
employers), medical care facilities that they go to for either emergency or routine care 
(considered separately), church or place of worship, and grocery store. I employed 
packages for processing geographic information in R 3.4.2 and used the geocoded 
coordinates of these seven destinations in order to construct several measures of the 
characteristics and the composition of the respondents’ activity spaces.  
First, in order to get a sense of how many locations comprise each 
respondent’s activity space, I calculated a count of how many of the seven possible 
locations they provided a valid address for. I also generated a measure of the total 
number of “other” locations reported, which includes all locations that are neither their 
place of residence nor place of work. Next, I generated several measures of the 
geographic concentration of the respondent’s activities, or how far these activities are 
from the respondent’s home. These measures include the distance, in miles, from each 
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respondent’s home to every other location for which they provide a valid address. 
Specifically, I focus on the average distance from the respondent’s home to their 
workplaces and the average distance from their home to all other locations (meaning 
non-home and non-work destinations). All distance measures are logged in order to 
correct for skewness.  
I joined the geographic coordinates of each location with the boundaries of the 
Census block group within which they fall and used the resulting block group 
identifiers to attach sociodemographic data from the 2005-2009 American Community 
Survey (ACS) 5-year estimates. After categorizing each of the potential seven 
locations as either home, work, or other, I estimated the average block group 
characteristics of the locations falling within each of these categories. Specifically, this 
results in three measures: the proportion of the residents in the block group who are 
non-Hispanic white, Hispanic, and foreign-born.  
The last two dependent variables I consider are the concentrated 
socioeconomic disadvantage and residential instability present in a respondent’s 
activity space. Both of these measures are widely used in studies of social context and 
urban sociology and I follow existing work in their construction (see Sharp, Denny, 
and Kimbro 2015; Browning and Cagney 2002; Sampson et al. 1997). Beginning with 
all Census block groups in LA, I derive concentrated disadvantage from a factor 
analysis with oblique rotation on six variables (all proportions): persons in poverty, 
persons under 18 years of age, households on public assistance, female-headed 
households with children, persons without a high school degree, and persons who are 
unemployed. Residential instability is similarly derived from factor analysis with 
oblique rotation including the full range of block groups in LA County and the 
proportion of owner-occupied housing units and the proportion of persons living in the 
same house as the prior year.  
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Documentation Status, Nativity, and Race/Ethnicity 
The LAFANS contains detailed questions regarding immigrants’ legal or visa 
status. First, respondents were asked for their country of birth. If they were born 
outside of the U.S., they were asked whether or not they are a U.S. citizen. If they do 
not have citizenship, respondents were asked a follow-up question as to whether they 
have permanent residence or a green card. If they answer no to this, they are further 
prompted as to whether they have any document, such as a visa, which would allow 
them to stay in the U.S. for a limited amount of time and whether this document is 
currently still valid. I define as undocumented immigrants those who were born 
outside of the U.S., and do not currently have citizenship, legal permanent residence or 
a green card, or a valid visa. Anyone who meets these criteria is assigned a “1,” and all 
others are assigned a “0.”  
Data on undocumented populations is difficult to collect. Understandably, 
those who lack legal authorization to live or work in the United States may be hesitant 
to participate in a survey. There is also a concern that those who do choose to 
participate may misrepresent their legal status. This would imply that some of the 
respondents who are identified in this study as documented are in fact undocumented. 
In this case, any differences I observe would be conservative in nature. 
However, the method of determining immigrants’ status used in the LAFANS 
represents one of the techniques found to be most reliable in immigrant surveys (see 
Bachmeier, Van Hook, and Bean 2014). Previous studies have found little evidence 
that non-response to questions about legal status is a concern with the LAFANS and 
the profile of the unauthorized population from LAFANS is similar to those yielded by 
other independent estimates of the Los Angeles County population (see Bachmeier, 
Van Hook, and Bean 2014). I combine this measure of documentation status with 
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measures of race/ethnicity and nativity. The result is a six-category indicator with the 
following categories: undocumented Latino immigrant (202), documented Latino 
immigrant (609), native-born Latino (202), native-born non-Hispanic white (504), 
native-born non-Hispanic black (136), and native-born non-Hispanic other race (91).  
 
Controls  
All analyses include several relevant sociodemographic controls. I adjust for 
any differences in activity spaces that may be due to life course factors or gender 
differences by including respondent age and whether the respondent identifies as 
female (1=yes). I also account for marital status (married = 1), household composition 
(1 = at least one child under 18 present in the household), and annual family income 
(logged). Finally, I include characteristics that may be associated with more frequent 
reasons to spend time away from home, or facilitate non-home activities. These 
include employment status (employed=1), and whether the family owns a personal 
vehicle (1 = yes).  
 
Analytic Strategy  
In order to compare the activity spaces of undocumented immigrants to those 
of documented immigrants and other native-born racial/ethnic groups, I execute a 
series of Poission regression models for outcome variables that represent a count and 
ordinary least squares regression models for continuous outcomes. Given that 
individuals may have varying degrees of autonomy in choosing where to live, work, or 
engage in routine activities, I estimate models for the characteristics of each of these 
types of locations separately. Models on outcomes representing workplaces 
characteristics exclude respondents who are not employed. Similarly, models with 
outcomes that represent the characteristics of other locations exclude respondents who 
18 
only provide the address for their place of residence. All models are adjusted using 
survey weights provided by LAFANS and include the relevant controls. 
 
Results 
Table 1 presents the descriptive statistics for the variables used in the analysis, 
first for the full sample and then separately for undocumented immigrants and 
documented immigrants. Undocumented immigrants account for approximately 11.6-
percent of the analytic sample, while 34.6-percent of the respondents are documented 
immigrants. Overall, respondents report an average of 3.84 activity space locations. 
Undocumented immigrants report an average of 3.47 total locations and 1.49 locations 
that are categorized as “other”—representing neither place of residence nor 
workplaces. In contrast, documented immigrants, on average, report an average of 
3.82 total locations and 1.86 other locations. Undocumented immigrants reside in 
block groups that are an average of 15.1-percent non-Hispanic White, 63.4-percent 
Hispanic, and 41.1-percent immigrant, and their residential block groups are 
characterized by both above-average concentrated disadvantage and above-average 
residential instability.  
 
Geographic Concentration of Activity Spaces 
I first consider the geographic concentration of the daily activities of 
undocumented immigrants, specifically, whether they have fewer routine activity 
locations than other groups and whether the locations they routinely visit are located 
closer to their homes. Table 1 presents the differences between undocumented 
immigrants and documented immigrants in regard to the key dependent variables, 
along with significance tests for these differences. Without adjusting for 
sociodemographic characteristics, undocumented immigrants report a lower average 
total number of activity space locations (3.47 compared to 3.82), a lower number of 
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non-home and non-work locations (1.49 compared to 1.86), and fewer average miles 
(logged) from their homes to their other destinations than documented immigrants 
(0.42 compared to 0.76).  
Turning to the results from the regression analyses, I find that the majority of 
these differences between undocumented immigrants and documented immigrants 
withstand the inclusion of sociodemographic controls, with the exception of the 
number of locations that respondents reported. The first two models presented in Table 
2 contain the results of Poisson regression models of, first, the number of locations 
reported, and, second, the number of non-home and non-work locations. I find that 
undocumented immigrants report fewer total locations than native-born Latinos (b = 
0.076; p< 0.05), native-born whites (b = 0.059; p< 0.10), and native-born backs (b = 
0.134; p< 0.001). Documented immigrants also report more total locations (b = 0.043) 
than undocumented immigrants, although this difference is not statistically significant. 
However, when considering only non-home and non-work locations, I find that 
undocumented immigrants report fewer other locations than any other group, 
including documented immigrants. 
In the third model in Table 2, I find that undocumented immigrants travel 
fewer miles to work than native-born Latino, black, and other race adults. Similarly, 
both documented immigrants and native-born white adults are estimated to travel more 
miles to work (b = 0.417 for documented immigrants and b =0.167 for native-born 
whites), but these differences are not statistically significant. Importantly, my results 
indicate that undocumented immigrants travel fewer miles from their homes to non-
work locations than documented immigrants (b = 0.338; p < 0.05). All other native-
born racial/ethnic groups travel further when engaging in non-work routine activities 
than undocumented immigrants. Taken together, these results provide evidence for 
Hypotheses 1a and 1b. More specifically, they indicate a degree of geographic 
20 
concentration in the daily lives of undocumented immigrants that is distinct from other 
groups. Undocumented immigrants report fewer non-home and non-work locations, 
and when they do visit these places during the course of routine activities they tend to 
stay closer to their places of residence than any other groups.  
 
Composition of Activity Spaces 
In Table 1, I find that undocumented immigrants live in neighborhoods with a lower 
average share of White residents than documented immigrants. Furthermore, their 
neighborhoods have a higher share of Hispanic residents. At least in regard to the 
unadjusted means, I find no significant difference between documented immigrants 
and undocumented immigrants in regard to the share of immigrants in their residential 
neighborhoods. I find similar differences in regard to the racial/ethnic composition of 
workplaces and other locations.  
Table 3 contains the results of regression models examining the racial/ethnic 
composition of the block groups in which individuals spend time. For each outcome, I 
estimate separate models for the composition of the residential neighborhood, 
workplaces, and the average composition of the block groups where other destinations 
are located. The outcome for the first three models is average proportion of non-
Hispanic white residents within the block group. Undocumented immigrants, 
compared to documented immigrants, live in block groups that have a lower share of 
non-Hispanic white residents (b = 0.047; p < 0.10). Native-born non-Hispanic whites, 
blacks, and those of other race groups also reside in neighborhoods with a higher 
proportion of white residents. The differences in block group composition are less 
clear for workplaces. While undocumented immigrants work in block groups that 
have, on average, lower shares of non-Hispanic whites than those of native-born white 
(b =0.225; p < 0.001) and native-born black adults (b =0.111; p < 0.10), I find no 
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significant difference in terms of workplace block group proportion white between 
undocumented immigrants and the other groups.  
Differences in the proportion of non-Hispanic white residents are most stark 
when considering the block groups of other activity space locations. Undocumented 
immigrants spend time in areas with a lower share of non-Hispanic whites than any 
other group when visiting non-residential and non-work destinations. Taken together, 
these results provide support for Hypothesis 2. These routine daily activities take place 
in areas that have a share of white residents that is approximately 7.3-percent lower 
than those of documented immigrants (p < 0.05), 8.2-percent lower than those of 
native-born Latinos (p < 0.01), 31.2-percent lower than those of native-born Whites (p 
< 0.001), and 19.5-percent lower than those of native-born blacks (p < 0.001).  
The outcome for the next three models presented in Table 3 is average block 
group percent Hispanic. Undocumented immigrants live in block groups that are a 
higher percent Hispanic than those of documented immigrants (b = -0.076; p < 0.05). 
Furthermore, I find that the residential block groups of every other racial/ethnic group, 
aside from native-born Latinos, have a lower share of Hispanic residents. The 
neighborhoods where the workplaces of undocumented immigrants are located have, 
on average, a higher share of Hispanic residents than those of native-born white, 
black, and other race adults. Again, the largest differences are found when considering 
the average composition of the neighborhoods where other types of destinations are 
located. In line with Hypothesis 3, the share of Hispanic residents in the 
neighborhoods where the non-work and non-home destination of undocumented 
immigrants are located is approximately 12.2 percentage points higher than that of 
documented immigrants (p < 0.01), and the proportion of Hispanic residents in these 
places is higher for undocumented immigrants than it is for any native-born 
racial/ethnic group.  
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The final three models in Table 3 examine the average share of immigrants in 
the block groups comprising respondents’ activity spaces. I find that undocumented 
immigrants live in neighborhoods with a higher share of immigrants than the 
neighborhoods of native-born racial/ethnic groups. However, I do not find a 
significant difference in residential block group proportion immigrant between 
undocumented and documented immigrants. Similarly, I find that the other locations 
visited by undocumented immigrants are located in block groups that have a higher 
share of immigrants than those visited by members of native-born racial/ethnic groups, 
but the difference for this outcome between undocumented immigrants and 
documented immigrants is relatively small (b = -0.032) and fails to reach statistical 
significance. These results provide some evidence that immigrants in general have 
fewer opportunities for contact with native-born individuals in their residential and 
other, non-work settings, regardless of legal status. 
 
Structural Disadvantage in Activity Spaces 
In addition to neighborhood racial/ethnic composition, exposure to 
concentrated disadvantage and residential instability in activity spaces may have 
important consequences for the incorporation outcomes of immigrants. Looking at the 
unadjusted means for documented immigrants and undocumented immigrants, in 
Table 1, I find that undocumented immigrants’ homes and other destinations are 
located in neighborhoods with higher concentrated disadvantage and higher residential 
instability than those of documented immigrants. Their workplaces are also located in 
neighborhoods with more concentrated disadvantage, although I do not find a 
significant difference in regard to the residential instability of neighborhoods 
surrounding workplaces. 
The first three models presented in Table 4 provide the estimates from 
regression models with average block group concentrated disadvantage as the 
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outcome. Note that both concentrated disadvantage and residential instability are 
standardized scales, and as such the units are standard deviations and a score of “0” 
would represent a block group with a degree of concentrated disadvantage or 
residential instability that is average for LAFANS respondents in Los Angeles County. 
I find that the residential neighborhoods of undocumented immigrants are 
characterized by higher concentrated disadvantage than both documented immigrants 
(b = -0.653; p < 0.001) and every other native racial/ethnic group. Similarly, the places 
where undocumented immigrants work are characterized by more concentrated 
disadvantage than the workplaces of every other group (for documented immigrants, b 
= -0.481; p < 0.001). The differences in concentrated disadvantage that undocumented 
immigrants are exposed to in their residential neighborhoods are not reduced when 
they leave home to complete daily activities. In other locations, undocumented 
immigrants spend time in block groups that have higher concentrated disadvantage 
than those visited by any other group.  
The final three models in Table 4 present the estimates associated with average 
block group residential instability. The neighborhoods of undocumented immigrants 
are characterized by more residential instability than almost every other group, 
including documented immigrants (b = -0.164; p < 0.05). However, the residential 
instability of undocumented immigrants is similar to that of the residential 
neighborhoods of native-born blacks. The block groups where undocumented 
immigrants work have more residential instability than those of native-born Latinos, 
native-born whites, and native-born blacks. As was the case for each of the previous 
outcomes related to neighborhood composition, clearer differences are found when 
examining block groups surrounding other locations. The block groups surrounding 
the non-home and non-work destinations in which undocumented immigrants spend 
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time are characterized by more residential instability than any those of any other 
group.  
One of the central goals of this analysis is to disentangle when differences in 
composition may be attributed to undocumented status, or when they instead represent 
an experience shared among either all immigrants or other racial/ethnic minorities 
regardless of legal status. To this end, I predict the average composition of the block 
groups associated with each type of location for each group. For ease of interpretation, 
I present the resulting estimates in Figure 1. Providing support for my final 
hypothesis, Figure 1 indicates that differences in composition are clearest when 
examining non-home and non-work locations. For example, spaces for these other 
activityes are approximately 15.2-percent non-Hispanic white and 67.3-percent 
Hispanic. In contrast, for documented immigrants these locations are predicted to be 
approximately 22.5-percent non-Hispanic white and 55-percent Hispanic. 
Figure 1 also further highlights that the degree of concentrated disadvantage 
that undocumented immigrants encounter in the places in which they spend time. 
Across home, work, and other locations where undocumented immigrants spend time, 
levels of concentrated disadvantage are over half a standard deviation above the 
average for Los Angeles County. No other group approaches this degree of exposure 
to concentrated disadvantage. The highest average block group concentrated 
disadvantage reported by any other group is associated with the residential 
neighborhoods of native-born black respondents, who are predicted to live in 
neighborhoods that are 0.256 standard deviations above the county average.  
 
 
Discussion 
Undocumented immigrants represent a large and increasingly vulnerable 
segment of the U.S. foreign-born population. In addition to the sheer size of 
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undocumented adult population, the development and incorporation prospects of a 
large number of children depend on parents with precarious legal status. Previous 
work has found that undocumented immigrants have poor returns on human capital, 
limited employment prospects, and low earnings (Donato and Massey, 1993; Flippen, 
2012; Greenman and Hall, 2013; Hall et al., 2010). Undocumented status restricts the 
neighborhoods in which immigrants are able to secure housing, and neighborhood 
contexts provide varied opportunities for between-group contact, access to resources, 
and exposure to stressors. However, largely because of data limitations, previous 
studies have often been limited to a focus on only residential attainment and the 
effects of residential neighborhoods on immigrant outcomes. Such approaches are 
unable to fully account for variations in the extent to which individuals travel outside 
of the boundaries of their residential neighborhood. I employed innovative data on the 
legal status of and routine destinations of adults in Los Angeles County in order to 
examine how undocumented status shapes the characteristics of the activity spaces and 
the composition of the contexts in which individuals spend time. 
Undocumented immigrants often report fear of detection, a fear of interacting 
with institutional actors, or a concern of stigma associated with unauthorized status 
(Suro et al., 2002; Abrego, 2011). This wariness may contribute to more limited daily 
activities, or the geographic concentration of routine activities in a narrower area. 
Indeed, I find that undocumented immigrants report fewer total activity destinations 
than native-born racial/ethnic groups and fewer non-home, non-work locations than 
documented immigrants. The non-home and non-work locations that undocumented 
immigrants visit are located closer to their homes than those of any other group.  
Between-group contact and opportunities for interaction with native-born 
groups are integral to immigrant incorporation. Yet, for each measure of the 
racial/ethnic composition of activity spaces, undocumented immigrants visit areas 
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with a lower average share of non-Hispanic white residents and a higher average share 
of Hispanic residents than any other group, including other immigrants who have 
documentation. These areas also have a lower average share of non-immigrants than 
the areas surrounding the other locations of any native-born racial/ethnic group.   
Undocumented immigrants also live in, work in, and visit neighborhoods 
characterized by more concentrated socioeconomic disadvantage than any other group. 
And they live in neighborhoods that with more residential instability than any group 
aside from native-born non-Hispanic blacks. The differences I find do not appear to be 
attributable to immigrants’ personal or immigration-related characteristics. The 
process of assimilation and the prospects of immigrants are closely tied to their social 
mobility, and the degree of exposure to concentrated disadvantage undocumented 
immigrants face in every context in which they spend time have dire implications for 
their success in the U.S. Past research also indicates that individuals who are 
disproportionately exposed to social features of disadvantage, such as high 
concentrations of poverty and unemployment, are more likely to experience a myriad 
of physical and mental health problems (see Sampson et al. 2002). Furthermore, the 
residential instability undocumented immigrants encounter in their residential and 
non-work settings may disrupt their ability to build lasting social networks, and the 
degree of social organization and institutional infrastructure available in the settings in 
which they spend time.  
These results come with a few limitations. While this method of inferring legal 
status based on self-reported citizenship and visa status is generally accepted, it is not 
without its drawbacks. Some individuals may be hesitant to discuss their legal status 
with an in-person interviewer. However, past research using the LAFANS has found 
that such a cooling effect on self-report of documentation is rare. Even if some 
immigrants incorrectly identify as documented, it would likely mean that the results I 
27 
present here are conservative estimates of the differences between undocumented and 
documented immigrants. Second, I measure activity spaces using the provided 
addresses of destinations that are important to the daily lives of respondents. This 
represents an innovation on typical approaches that often only provide information on 
where an individual resides. However, this approach does not capture the full range of 
possible locations individuals spend time in throughout the day. Recent approaches 
have begun employing smartphone GPS tracking to better understand the full scale 
and range of activities and such an approach promise to result in enriching insights for 
activity research and research on places effects.  
Finally, the data are drawn exclusively from L.A. County. The differences in 
the activity spaces of undocumented immigrants in other metropolitan contexts may 
depart from what I observe here. L.A. has a long history as an immigrant destination 
and a large Latino population. Given the presence of more established ethnic networks 
and resources and of more institutions aimed at aiding immigrant incorporation, 
undocumented immigrants may be better able to navigate or have access to a wider 
range of neighborhoods. Disparities may be larger or more profound outside of 
immigrant gateways, where Latino immigrants may feel more out of place, noticeable, 
or may be met with a less welcoming immigrant climate. 
These limitations aside, in this study, I provide evidence that undocumented 
status has pervasive impacts on individuals’ activity patterns. The importance of 
undocumented status extends beyond residential attainment, and is associated with 
more geographically concentrated activity locations, differential social segregation, 
and more exposure to socioeconomic disadvantage while navigating daily life. Future 
research needs to better explore the complex ways in which these differences are 
connected to other outcomes of interest, such as health or economic mobility, and 
better understand the reasons behind these differences. 
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Table 1. Descriptive statistics for key variables  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Mean (or Mean (or Mean (or 
proportion) Std. Dev. proportion) Std. Dev. proportion) Std. Dev.
Characteristics of activity spaces
Total number of locations reported 3.835 (0.036) 3.465 (0.094)     3.817 ** (0.055)
Total number of other locations reported 1.883 (0.032) 1.493 (0.089)     1.863 *** (0.051)
Average distance from home to workplace (logged) 1.109 (0.082) 0.845 (0.196)     1.131 (0.085)
Average distance from home to other locations (logged) 0.890 (0.043) 0.419 (0.112)     0.755 ** (0.061)
Residential neighborhood composition
Block group proportion non-Hispanic white 0.281 (0.011) 0.097 (0.016)     0.215 *** (0.016)
Block group proportion Hispanic 0.500 (0.013) 0.733 (0.027)     0.577 *** (0.020)
Block group proportion immigrant 0.354 (0.007) 0.446 (0.022)     0.409 (0.010)
Block group concentrated socioeconomic disadvantage 0.128 (0.034) 0.978 (0.082)     0.185 *** (0.050)
Block group residential instability 0.051 (0.022) 0.334 (0.052)     0.113 *** (0.032)
Workplace(s) neighborhood composition
Avg. block group proportion non-Hispanic white 0.333 (0.012) 0.151 (0.020)     0.275 *** (0.019)
Avg. block group proportion Hispanic 0.436 (0.013) 0.634 (0.033)     0.504 ** (0.023)
Avg. block group proportion immigrant 0.337 (0.007) 0.411 (0.021)     0.387 (0.011)
Avg. block group concentrated socioeconomic disadvantage -0.010 (0.036) 0.656 (0.117)     0.149 *** (0.061)
Avg. block group residential instability 0.116 (0.027) 0.225 (0.061)     0.192 (0.040)
Other locations neighborhood composition
Avg. block group proportion non-Hispanic white 0.298 (0.009) 0.122 (0.019)     0.219 *** (0.013)
Avg. block group proportion Hispanic 0.476 (0.011) 0.702 (0.027)     0.557 *** (0.018)
Avg. block group proportion immigrant 0.349 (0.006) 0.431 (0.021)     0.397 (0.008)
Avg. block group concentrated socioeconomic disadvantage 0.080 (0.030) 0.738 (0.097)     0.241 *** (0.042)
Avg. block group residential instability 0.166 (0.021) 0.386 (0.062)     0.168 ** (0.032)
Race/ethnicity, nativity, and documentation status
Undocumented immigrant 0.116
Documented immigrant 0.349
Native Latino 0.116
Native white 0.289
Native black 0.078
Native other 0.052
Individual sociodemographic characteristics
Age 47.920 (0.781)
Female 0.522
Married 0.543
Children under 18 0.239
Income (logged) 3.364 (0.143)
Employed 0.620
Have vehicle 0.860
N 1,745
+ p < 0.10
* p < .05
** p < .01
*** p < .001
Undocumented Documented
202 609
Full sample immigrants Immigrants
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Table 2. Coefficients from regression models on the characteristics of activity spaces, 
including the number of routine activity locations, and the distance from home to work 
and from home to other locations 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
b (SE) b (SE) b (SE) b (SE)
Race/ethnicity, nativity, and documentation status
Undocumented immigrant (ref.) - - - - - - - - - - - -
Documented immigrant 0.043 (0.030) 0.121+ (0.065) 0.417 (0.264) 0.338* (0.159)
Native Latino 0.076* (0.034) 0.200** (0.071) 0.724* (0.305) 0.626*** (0.187)
Native White 0.059+ (0.035) 0.158* (0.067) 0.167 (0.318) 0.565** (0.189)
Native Black 0.134*** (0.037) 0.301*** (0.074) 0.873** (0.298) 1.028*** (0.212)
Native other race 0.072 (0.052) 0.155 (0.108) 0.911* (0.359) 0.970*** (0.260)
Sociodemographic characteristics
Age 0.003*** (0.001) 0.006*** (0.001) -0.010+ (0.005) -0.000 (0.003)
Female -0.015 (0.019) -0.038 (0.034) 0.166 (0.169) 0.195* (0.086)
Married 0.001 (0.020) 0.008 (0.036) 0.147 (0.187) 0.170+ (0.096)
Children under 18 -0.021 (0.019) -0.049 (0.037) -0.108 (0.175) 0.061 (0.090)
Family income (logged) 0.001 (0.005) 0.003 (0.010) -0.042 (0.034) -0.007 (0.017)
Vehicle in household -0.006 (0.029) -0.030 (0.054) 0.344 (0.238) 0.227+ (0.135)
Constant 1.158*** (0.051) 0.262* (0.104) 0.933** (0.357) 0.061 (0.211)
R-squared
N
Note:  Workplace characteristics are the average of all of a respondent's places of employment if they have multiple employers. Other locations
include: grocery stores, places of worship, abd health care facilities
Estimates presented are survey-adjusted for the probability of selection and the sampling design
+ p < 0.10
* p < .05
** p < .01
*** p < .001
Avg. distance from 
home to other 
Avg. distance fromTotal number of 
workplace(s) locations
Total number of 
1482 1692
0.043 0.094
reported
1745
other locations 
1745
locations reported
home to
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Figure 1. Predicted average characteristics of the block groups associated with home, 
work, and other locations, by race/ethnicity, nativity, and documentation status 
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CHAPTER 2 
 
DIVERGENT PATHS: THE EFFECT OF UNDOCUMENTED STATUS ON THE 
RESIDENTIAL AND ACTIVITY SPACE ASSIMILATION OF IMMIGRANTS IN 
LOS ANGELES COUNTY 
 
Abstract 
Theories of assimilation often hypothesize a narrowing of the differences in 
residential attainment between immigrants and native-born whites as immigrants 
reside in the U.S. for a longer duration of time. Immigrants who lack legal 
authorization to live in or work in the U.S. may encounter particularly high barriers … 
housing and neighborhoods undocumented immigrants are able to secure residence in. 
Immigration status shape where they are able to or prefer to spend other time, or the 
types of neighborhoods they avoid during the course of daily activities. An 
underexplored component of spatial assimilation is the role of activity spaces—a 
concept that broadens beyond the residential neighborhood to include areas where 
individuals work and engage in other routine activities. The degree to which 
immigrants’ routine activity patterns come to resemble those of native-born groups 
may shed new light on patterns of assimilation.  Using longitudinal data from the Los 
Angeles Family and Neighborhoods Study (LAFANS), I assess the impact of 
undocumented status on changes in the residential attainment and activity space 
characteristics of immigrants over time. I find that undocumented immigrants are less 
likely to become homeowners. They also experience more household crowding and 
and live in areas characterized by more poverty than other groups. These disparities 
between undocumented immigrants and other groups persist or widen over time, while 
some disparities between documented immigrants and native-born groups narrow. 
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Taking into account activity space characteristics in this way sheds light on the 
broader spatial isolation and social exclusion of undocumented immigrants and the 
unique hurdles this group faces in the assimilation process. 
 
Introduction 
Since 1970 the foreign-born population in the United States has increased in 
both size and share of the total population, dramatically reshaping the demographic 
composition of cities throughout the country. Approximately 50-million immigrants 
have arrived over the last 50 years, the vast majority of which hail from Mexico or 
other Central and South American countries. Given the size of the Latino immigrant 
population in the United States, it is important to better understand how the process of 
incorporation and assimilation unfolds.   
Typically, immigrant assimilation is thought to involve a narrowing of 
differences between immigrants and native-born groups in language ability, 
socioeconomic status, homeownership, housing quality, and neighborhood 
socioeconomic and demographic characteristics (Massey 1984; Hall and Greenman 
2012). Over time, immigrants with higher earnings and longer stays in the U.S. are 
more likely to live in suburban and other more-advantaged neighborhoods than more 
recent arrivals (Adelman et al., 2001; Alba et al., 2000; South et al., 2005a, 2005b; 
Clark, 2003; Rosenbaum and Friedman, 2006). But, focusing solely on changes in the 
socioeconomic and demographic composition of undocumented immigrants’ 
residential spaces may overlook important components of their broader spatial 
integration. 
The process of spatial assimilation may also extend to immigrants’ activity 
spaces—the spatial environments they spend time in during the course of routine 
activities. Most individuals travel outside of the residential neighborhood for a variety 
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of activities—such as for work and also to visit grocery stores, places of worship, and 
healthcare providers (Sastry et al. 2002; see also Vallee et al. 2010; Zenk et al. 2011). 
As immigrants reside in the U.S. for longer, their routine activity locations may 
become more similar to those of native-born groups. Activity patterns likely shift more 
rapidly as the barriers to change are lower than, for example, becoming a homeowner 
or moving to a new neighborhood. The degree to which both the residential and non-
residential contexts of daily activities reflect socioeconomic and racial/ethnic 
integration or segregation is an understudied component of immigrant incorporation.  
Immigrants’ legal status in particular, whether they have legal authorization to 
live in and work in the U.S., may have pervasive impacts on how they navigate their 
daily lives. Lacking legal status lends a precariousness and fragility to daily life that 
may be difficult to overcome. Being undocumented is associated with more dangerous 
workplaces, barriers to employment and education, uncertain and low wages, and a 
near constant fear of discovery, deportation, or family separation (Donato et al. 2008; 
Flippen 2012; Hall et al. 2010). Previous research has also found important disparities 
in residential attainment, neighborhood quality, and neighborhood racial/ethnic 
integration between undocumented immigrants and other groups (Hall and Greenman 
2013). For these reasons, immigrants who lack legal authorization are consistently one 
of the most economically and socially disadvantaged groups in the U.S.  
My goal in this study is to examine Latino immigrants’ residential and activity 
space assimilation over time, with a focus on the role of legal status. Using two waves 
of data on adults from the Los Angeles Family and Neighborhood Study (LAFANS) 
collected between the years of 2000 and 2008, I examine whether the disparities 
between documented immigrants and natives in regard to homeownership, household 
crowding, and the racial/ethnic and socioeconomic composition of their activity spaces 
are more likely to narrow over time than are the differences between undocumented 
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immigrants and natives. In contrast with prior studies, I make use of the LAFANS’ 
innovate collection of the geographic coordinates of routine activity destinations such 
as homes, workplaces, and the places where respondents shop, worship, and receive 
medical care in order to construct measures of respondents’ activity spaces, or, more 
specifically, the composition of the areas surrounding these locations. Taking into 
account activity space characteristics in this way sheds light on the broader spatial 
isolation and social exclusion of undocumented immigrants and the unique hurdles 
this group faces in the assimilation process.  
 
Background 
Spatial integration is a key facet of assimilation (see Duncan and Lieberson 
1959; Massey 1985; Warner and Stole 1945). Contemporary assimilation research, 
rooted in Massey’s (1985) model of “spatial assimilation,” posits that the spatial 
distance between immigrants and natives, most frequently measured as whether they 
share residential neighborhood contexts, is widest immediately following arrival. The 
spatial assimilation perspective suggests that new immigrants to initially settle in 
ethnic enclaves out of social and economic necessity, drawing on established ethnic 
networks in order to ease their transition. As immigrants acculturate and learn the 
language, upwardly mobile immigrants are expected to relocate to higher income 
neighborhoods with better amenities and a larger share of native-born residents. As the 
social and economic differences between immigrants and natives narrow, the spatial 
distance between these two groups is also expected to be reduced. 
Considerable research has substantiated the notion that with longer durations 
of residence in the U.S., differences between newcomers and native-born individuals 
become attenuated (Alba and Nee 1997, 2003; Gordon 1964). Higher earning 
immigrants who have resided in the country for longer are more likely to be 
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homeowners (Alba and Logan 1992; Krivo 1995), less likely to experience household 
crowding and other housing-related deficiencies (Hall and Greenman 2010; Krivo 
1995), and are more likely to reside in neighborhoods with a higher share of native-
born White and higher income residents (Adelman et al. 2001).  
However, most previous studies on locational attainment and spatial 
integration have focused solely on immigrants’ residential attainment. Housing is a 
crucial determinant of quality of life and homeownership is a key socioeconomic 
milestone in the assimilation process which often provides access to better 
neighborhoods, but spatial integration encompasses more than just the sharing of 
residential spaces (see Logan et al. 1996; 2002). Spatial overlap in the other contexts 
in which daily activities take place may be an overlooked component of immigrant 
incorporation. A non-trivial amount of daily life is spent beyond the boundaries of the 
residential neighborhood. For example, most employed adults spend the majority of 
waking hours outside of their home census tracts. And, other routine activities such as 
grocery shopping or attending religious services also regularly take individuals beyond 
their neighborhood boundaries (see Sastry et al. 2002; Robinson 1997).  
Focusing only on immigrants’ residential neighborhoods overlooks the 
opportunities for between-group contact provided by routine daily activities. Visiting 
destinations such as workplaces, grocery stores, and places of worship provide 
opportunity for contact with groups that may not be represented in immigrants’ home 
neighborhoods. Immigrants’ activity spaces, the term used to refer to the totality of 
locations visited during daily life, may also differ from their residential areas on a 
number of dimensions, including socioeconomic composition and the availability of 
institutions, amenities, retail shops, and services (Jones and Pebley 2014). However, 
given that few studies have directly examined the characteristics of immigrants’ 
activity spaces it remains unclear whether disparities in activity space characteristics 
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become attenuated as immigrants reside in the U.S. for longer, following a path 
toward integration similar to that envisioned by spatial assimilation theory with 
respect to residential attainment.  
The degree to which differences in activity space characteristics between 
immigrants and native-born groups narrow over time may depend on an immigrant’s 
race/ethnicity. Indeed racial/ethnic disparities in residential outcomes and processes 
are persistent in part because structural barriers limit the housing and neighborhoods 
minorities have access to (Alba and Logan 1991). Racial residential preferences 
combined with the discriminatory behavior and policies of various institutions and 
actors, ranging from banks to real estate agents or landlords, stratify housing and 
neighborhood opportunities along racial/ethnic lines (Yinger 2002; Yinger 1997; 
Massey and Denton 1993).  
Prior studies have found that activity spaces also tend to be relatively 
segregated, with non-residential activities taking place in areas with racial 
compositions that reflect the individual’s personal demographic characteristics (Jones 
and Pebley 2014). To date, the majority of extant research on residential outcomes has 
primarily evaluated differences between blacks and whites. Considerably less is 
known about the residential and activity space outcomes of Latinos, one of the fastest 
growing minority groups and one that accounts for a sizeable portion of all new 
immigrants. And, especially for Latino immigrants, legal status may also shape 
patterns of immigrant assimilation, including residential attainment and spatial 
integration.  
 
Legal Status and Activity Space Assimilation 
Approximately 11-million undocumented immigrants reside in the US, the 
majority of which come from either Mexico or other Central American nations 
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(Hoefer et al. 2011; Passel and Cohn 2011). Undocumented immigrants face many 
disadvantages and encounter significant obstacles to socioeconomic mobility. 
Undocumented workers have lower wages, are less likely to receive raises or 
promotions, and are eligible for and receive fewer benefits (Donato et al. 2008; Suro et 
al., 2002; Bair 2003; Amuedo-Dorantes and Bansak 2006). Undocumented workers 
are exposed to worse workplace conditions, are more likely to be employed in 
situations with safety hazards, and more frequently experience workplace harassment. 
Being undocumented also impedes educational achievement and attainment, and is 
associated with worse health outcomes (Arbona et al. 2010; Cavazos-Rehg et al. 
2007).  
Upon entry, undocumented immigrants also tend to be younger, single, and 
have fewer financial holdings (Hoefer et al. 2011; Passel and Cohn 2011). Age, 
race/ethnicity, and socioeconomic disparities may influence undocumented Latino 
immigrants’ preferences for, or access to, non-residential activity destinations in 
majority White or higher income neighborhoods.  
However, differences between documented and undocumented immigrants 
may be due to more than the demographic or socioeconomic composition of the two 
groups. Lacking legal authorization presents its own set of challenges. Undocumented 
immigrants are often less able to achieve homeownership, diminishing their ability to 
secure housing in better neighborhoods (Hall and Greenman 2013). The relationship 
between undocumented immigrants and landlords or real estate agents is frequently 
problematic, due to a power imbalance resulting from their precarious legal 
vulnerability. Fear of discovery or detection may lead undocumented immigrants to 
avoid some housing options or landlords altogether or to be less able to advocate for or 
report any housing-related issues that arise (Cavazoz-Rheg et al. 2007; Willen 2007). 
Undocumented immigrants are often unable to secure home-loans, and are hesitant to 
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engage with record-keeping institutions such as banks or other lenders (Suro et al., 
2002; Bair 2003; Amuedo-Dorantes and Bansak 2006). This echoes the system 
avoidance of other groups with similarly legal tenuous legal situations, such as those 
who have had previous contact with the criminal justice system (Brayne 2014). 
Previous research demonstrates that these groups avoid record-keeping institutions 
such as schools, banks, employers, and hospitals as a strategy aimed at reducing the 
likelihood of future arrest or incarceration. 
In the same vein, undocumented immigrants often report that a fear of 
detection or deportation pervades daily life, resulting in near context anxiety. It is 
probable that these concerns influence their activity spaces, or the contexts in which 
their routine destinations are located.  
The consideration of activity spaces in the process of immigrant assimilation 
also sheds light on more short-term and lower-cost changes, compared to the standard 
focus on residential mobility. Routine destinations included in activity spaces 
introduce heterogeneity in the cost, effort, and time required to change spatial 
exposures. For example, given the barriers undocumented immigrants face to finding 
employment, they may have less choice over where their place of work is located or 
may be less able to secure employment outside of ethnic enclaves. But decisions about 
where to shop, on the other hand, may by easily changed – and shifts in the routes 
used to move from one place to another may change over the course of a few days. If 
undocumented immigrants actively avoid surveilling institutions, they may choose to 
spend less time in more advantaged neighborhoods, where banks, institutions, and 
other important resources are often located. They may also try to avoid higher income 
neighborhoods or neighborhoods with a higher share of white residents for fear of 
standing out, drawing attention, or coming into contact with the police.  
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Taken together, it is likely that over time the spatial integration processes of 
undocumented immigrants depart from those of documented immigrants. The same 
pressures and fears likely do not operate to constrain the activity space incorporation 
of documented Latino immigrants. As they spend time in the country and experience 
acculturation, upwardly mobile documented immigrants may be better able to achieve 
broad spatial incorporation, thereby reducing the spatial distance between themselves 
and native-born groups in regard to both their residential attainment and the 
composition of the non-residential contexts in which they spend time.  
The present paper focuses on examining the patterns of spatial integration over 
time for both undocumented and documented immigrants relative to native-born 
racial/ethnic groups.  Activity spaces characterized by racial/ethnic segregation and 
poverty may compound the many disadvantages already faced by undocumented 
individuals. The degree to which immigrants’ activity patterns change over time may 
reveal important insights into immigrants’ ability to achieve integration.  
I use two waves of data from a survey of Los Angeles County adults in order 
to examine the residential attainment and activity space characteristics of 
undocumented and documented Latino immigrants relative native-born whites. Within 
this framework, a first set of hypotheses emerges regarding the initial disparities 
expected between undocumented and documented immigrants, as compared to native-
born groups: 
 
 Hypothesis 1a: Compared to native-born whites, undocumented immigrants are less 
likely to be homeowners, live in less crowded housing, and have residential 
neighborhoods and activity spaces with higher poverty, greater shares of Hispanic or 
foreign-born residents, and lower shares of white residents. 
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Hypothesis 1b: Compared to native-born whites,, documented immigrants are less 
likely to be homeowners, live in more crowded housing, and have residential 
neighborhoods and activity spaces with higher poverty, greater shares of Hispanic or 
foreign-born residents, and lower shares of white residents 
 
However, over time the differences between documented immigrants and native-born 
groups likely become more attenuated. Undocumented immigrants may be less able to 
overcome their disadvantages. Accordingly: 
 
Hypothesis 2a: Over time, disparities between undocumented immigrants and native-
born groups in housing conditions, residential neighborhood conditions, and activity 
space conditions persist.  
Hypothesis 2b: Over time, disparities between documented immigrants and native-
born groups in housing conditions, residential neighborhood conditions, and activity 
space conditions decline. 
 
Closing gaps in housing, residential, and activity space conditions would reflect 
assimilation of documented immigrants; but undocumented immigrants may not 
experience the same process. As a result, undocumented immigrants remain 
disadvantaged in regard to their residential attainment and highly segregated in both 
their home neighborhoods and in contexts of daily life. Thus:  
 
Hypothesis 3: Over time, disparities between undocumented immigrants and 
documented immigrants in regard to residential attainment and activity space 
characteristics widen. 
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Data and Methods 
In order to answer these questions, I use restricted-access longitudinal data 
from the Los Angeles Family and Neighborhood Survey (LAFANS). Wave 1 of the 
LAFANS was collected between 2000 and 2002 and was drawn from a stratified 
random sample of 65 census tracts in Los Angeles County, California. Among the 
selected census tracts, neighborhoods with a higher share of residents at or below the 
poverty line were oversampled (see Sastry et al. 2006; Sastry and Pebley 2003). 
Adults and children residing in households in these census tracts were randomly 
selected for interview in Wave 1, and an effort was made to re-interview all Wave 1 
households for Wave 2. In both Wave 1 and Wave 2, collected between 2006 and 
2008, interviews were conducted in either English or Spanish and households that 
were unable to complete an interview in either language were excluded.  
For the purposes of this study, I focus only on the primary adult respondent 
surveyed from each household sampled in Los Angeles County. Furthermore, I limit 
my analyses to three groups: undocumented Latino immigrants, documented Latino 
immigrants, and native whites. The final analytic sample of panel respondents who are 
members of the groups of interest and have valid data on all variables used in this 
study is 866. The LAFANS provides panel weights that are designed to decrease bias 
in the extent to which the sample is representative of the adult population residing in 
L.A. County at the time of Wave 1 and still living there at Wave 2. The weights 
account for the sampling design, including the oversampling of households with 
children and the households in the poorest census tracts, and include an attrition 
adjustment.  
 
Dependent Variables  
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All outcomes are recorded in both Wave 1 and Wave 2 and are measured 
similarly at both time points. In order to analyze residential attainment, I consider two 
housing-related outcomes: homeownership and household crowding. Homeownership 
is included given its role as a significant socioeconomic milestone in the assimilation 
process. Respondents are assigned a “1” if they own their homes and a “0” otherwise. 
Household crowding is included as a measure of whether the respondents are able to 
attain housing that meets their needs. It is measured as the number of occupants of the 
household divided by the number of rooms in the home. 
In both waves, activity space characteristics are calculated using the addresses 
of several locations that respondents indicated are important to their lives. 
Interveiwers asked for the addresses of seven total locations: home, workplaces 
(respondents may provide addresses for up to two employers), and three other 
locations: the medical care facility that they go to for emergency care, the medical care 
facility for routine care, the respondent’s church or place of worship, and grocery 
store. I employed packages for processing geographic information in R 3.4.2 and used 
the geocoded coordinates of these seven destinations to construct several measures of 
the characteristics and the composition of the respondents’ activity spaces. 
I joined the geographic coordinates of each location with the boundaries of the 
Census block group within which they fall and used the resulting block group 
identifiers to attach sociodemographic data from 2000 Census, for addresses from 
Wave 1, and the 2005-2009 American Community Survey (ACS) 5-year estimates for 
addresses from Wave 2. After categorizing each of the potential seven locations as 
either home, work, or other, I estimated the average block group characteristics of the 
locations falling within each of these categories. Specifically, this results in four 
measures calculated in both Wave 1 and Wave 2: the percent of the residents in the 
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block group who are non-Hispanic white, Hispanic, and foreign-born and the percent 
of residents below the poverty line.  
 
Documentation Status, Nativity, and Race/Ethnicity 
The LAFANS contains detailed questions regarding immigrants’ legal or visa 
status. First, respondents were asked for their country of birth. If they were born 
outside of the U.S., they were asked whether or not they are a U.S. citizen. If they do 
not have citizenship, respondents were asked a follow-up question as to whether they 
have permanent residence or a green card. If they answer no to this, they are further 
prompted as to whether they have any document, such as a visa, which would allow 
them to stay in the U.S. for a limited amount of time and whether this document is 
currently still valid. I define as undocumented immigrants those who were born 
outside of the U.S., and do not currently have citizenship, legal permanent residence or 
a green card, or a valid visa. Anyone who meets these criteria is assigned a “1,” and all 
others are assigned a “0.” This method of determining immigrants’ status represents 
one of the techniques found to be most reliable in immigrant surveys (see Bachmeier, 
Van Hook, and Bean 2014). Non-response to questions about legal status is largely not 
a concern with the LAFANS and the profile of the unauthorized population estimated 
from LAFANS is similar to those yielded by other independent estimates of the Los 
Angeles County population (see Bachmeier, Van Hook, and Bean 2014).  
Using variables indicating the respondent’s race/ethnicity, I limit my analyses 
to examining undocumented Latinos, documented Latinos, and native whites. The 
inclusion of native whites as a reference group is not meant to imply that all Latino 
immigrants should aspire to the residential patterns and outcomes of the white 
majority. However, theories of residential attainment have long hypothesized a 
narrowing of differences between immigrants and native-born whites and this is 
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viewed as both a key facet of incorporation and as a generally positive outcome for 
society as a whole. Furthermore, given the privileged position that whites have long 
held, any attenuation of these racial/ethnic disparities in locational attainment and 
spatial integration provides a window into whether immigrants who are racial/ethnic 
minorities are able achieve a degree of social mobility.  
 
Controls 
All analyses include several relevant demographic and socioeconomic controls. 
I adjust for any differences in activity spaces that may be due to life course factors or 
gender differences by including respondent age and whether the respondent identifies 
as female (1=yes). I also account for marital status (married = 1), household 
composition (1 = at least one child under 18 present in the household), and annual 
family income (logged) at Wave 1. I include an indicator of whether the respondent 
moved between waves (1 = moved). Finally, I control for characteristics that may be 
associated with more frequent reasons to spend time away from home, or facilitate 
non-home activities. These include employment status (employed=1), and whether the 
family owns a personal vehicle (1 = yes). Controlling for vehicle access is particularly 
important given that the geographic area covered by one’s activity space often 
depends on access to a personal vehicle or the availability of public transport options 
(Jones and Pebley 2014). Families who lack access to a vehicle may travel fewer miles 
to routine activity locations, or visit fewer locations. 
 
Analytic Strategy 
I employ OLS regression methods in order to model the change over time in 
each dependent variable. In all models I cluster standard errors to account non-
independence of observations within individuals. The results of yielded by this 
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approach mirror that of one in which a fixed-effect for individuals is included. In each 
model, the groups being evaluated are distinguished by a treatment status defined as 
Immigrant = 0 for the native-born group and Immigrant = 1 for the (documented or 
undocumented) immigrant group being evaluated in a given model. Individuals are 
observed in two time periods, where wave = 0 indicates Wave 1 and wave = 1 
indicates Wave 2. Each outcome, Yi, is modeled by:  
 
Yi = α + βImmigranti + γ wavei + δImmigranti x wavei + εi 
 
This simple approach is extremely useful for my purposes in that the terms 
included in the model directly correspond to my hypotheses. For instance, β represents 
the immigrant group specific effect, or the differences between the immigrant and 
native-born groups. In other words, β can be interpreted as the initial disparity in a 
given outcome between either undocumented or documented immigrants and the 
native-born reference group. The term γ is an estimate of the time trend that is 
common to both the native-born and immigrant groups. The term associated with the 
interaction of immigrant and wave, δ, is calculated as the pre-post difference in the 
average outcome in the immigrant group minus the pre-post difference in the average 
outcome in the native-born group. To put it more simply, this captures whether the 
time effect differs between the immigrant and native-born groups. In my analyses, δ 
can be interpreted as representing whether the disparity in a given outcome between 
the immigrant group being evaluated and native reference group widens, if the term is 
positive, or narrows, if the term is negative, over time.  
This approach adjusts for baseline systematic differences between the 
immigrant and native-born groups at the beginning of the period of observation 
(captured in the term β). Other time trends, anything associated with the time of year, 
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economic cycle, or any event affecting the entire country, state or county that may 
have influenced trends in residential attainment or activity space characteristics during 
the relevant time period should netted by this approach.  
I estimate three series of models for each of the outcomes. In the first series, I 
first estimate models comparing each outcome between undocumented immigrants 
and native-born whites. I next estimate the same models, but adjust the treatment in 
order to compare documented immigrants and native-born whites. The third, and final, 
series of models compares the outcomes of undocumented immigrants to those of 
documented immigrants.  
In order to further account for potential changes in the demographic or 
socioeconomic composition of the groups, all models account for the demographic and 
socioeconomic controls detailed earlier. The final immigrant-only models also include 
controls for immigration-related characteristics, namely the number of years the 
respondent has resided in the U.S. and whether the interview was conducted in 
Spanish or English (included as a proxy for English language ability). 
  
Results  
Figure 1 presents differences in the means of each outcome for undocumented 
and documented immigrants relative to native-born whites. This figure highlights the 
disparities in these outcomes in each wave. Undocumented immigrants are less likely 
to be homeowners. They also live, and spend time, in areas with a higher percent of 
poverty than either of the other groups. While Figure 1 provides some useful insights 
into the differences between these groups, the true nature of the disparities is better 
ascertained with the regression results.  
Table 1 contains the results from the regression models on residential 
attainment and activity space composition of undocumented immigrants and 
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documented immigrants, both relative to native-born whites. The results associated 
with each dependent variable are adjusted for demographic and socioeconomic 
characteristics. In Table 2, the coefficient associated with immigrant status represents 
the initial or Wave 1 disparity between a given immigrant group and native-born 
whites. This corresponds directly with Hypotheses 1a and 1b; testing the expectation 
that both undocumented immigrants and documented immigrants will tend to initially 
have lower residential attainment than native-born whites, and have activity spaces 
characterized by a higher share of Hispanic and foreign-born residents and residents 
with incomes below the poverty line. I begin by examining gaps between documented 
and undocumented immigrants in traditional measures of spatial assimilation; then I 
consider whether the characteristics of their activity spaces are indicative of other 
assimilation in the spaces of daily activities. 
 
Spatial Assimilation in Residential Context 
As of Wave 1, undocumented immigrants are less likely to be homeowners 
than native-born whites (b = -0.477, p < 0.000). Undocumented immigrants live in 
households characterized by more household crowding (b = 0.782, p < 0.000). 
Documented immigrants are also initially less likely to be homeowners and experience 
more household crowding than native whites (b = -0.252, p < 0.000; b = 0.412, p < 
0.000 respectively).  
In Table 2, the coefficients associated with the time variable or survey wave 
indicate a general time trend that is common among both groups, however the results 
associated with the interaction between immigrant status and survey wave are of more 
interest. These coefficients, which correspond with Hypothesis 2a and Hypothesis 2b, 
represent the degree to which the time trend is different for immigrants, or whether the 
initial gaps are narrowing over time, as would be typically expected in assimilation 
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theory. As it pertains to homeownership and household crowding, I find no significant 
evidence that the initial disparities I observe are reduced over time. 
Turning attention to residential neighborhood characteristics, I find that 
undocumented immigrants initially reside in block groups with a lower share of non-
Hispanic white residents (b = -34.801, p < 0.000), a higher share of Hispanic residents 
(b = -35.753, p < 0.000), a higher share of foreign-born residents (b = 17.317, p < 
0.000), and a higher share of residents below the poverty line (b = 18.130, p < 0.000) 
compared to native whites. In regard to the characteristics of residential 
neighborhoods, the only evidence of a narrowing gap between undocumented 
immigrants and native-born whites is associated with the share of immigrants present. 
Over time, the difference in block group percent immigrant between undocumented 
immigrants and native whites is, on average, reduced (b = -4.472, p < 0.05). 
Documented immigrants, compared to native whites, also initially reside in 
neighborhoods that have fewer white residents. The home neighborhoods of 
documented immigrants are also characterized by a higher percent Hispanic, 
immigrant, and have a higher percent poverty than native whites. However, in contrast 
with the results for undocumented immigrants, I find evidence of a reduction in the 
size of each of these disparities over time. For example, percent White increases by 
about 6% (p<0.01) and percent Hispanic decreases by approximately 5% (p<0.05), 
percent immigrant decreases by 6% (p < 0.001), and percent poverty decreases by 5% 
(p <0.001). These results provide some support for my hypotheses. More specifically, 
they indicate that with the passage of time documented immigrants experience a 
degree of residential integration and that a similar attenuation of differences does not 
occur to the same degree among those who are undocumented. 
Finally, in Table 2 I present the results from regression models comparing the 
time trends for undocumented immigrants relative to documented immigrants in the 
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outcomes of interest. In contrast to the previous series of models, these results do not 
attempt to represent the assimilation relative to a native-born groups. Instead they 
demonstrate whether there are initial differences between undocumented immigrants 
and documented immigrants and whether these differences are maintained over time.  
I find fewer significant differences between undocumented immigrants and 
documented immigrants and less support for Hypothesis 3 than I found from my 
previous hypotheses. Undocumented immigrants are less likely to be homeowners 
than documented immigrants (b = -0.287, p < 0.000) and they experience more 
household crowding (b = 0.335, p < 0.01). The household crowding of undocumented 
immigrants increases over time, resulting in a slight widening of the initial observed 
disparity (b = 0.284, p < 0.05). In addition, I find that undocumented immigrants live 
in neighborhoods with significantly higher poverty than documented immigrants and 
this disparity does not narrow over time (b = 5.504, p < 0.000). 
 
Spatial Assimilation in Activity Spaces 
I find fewer significant differences in workplace block group composition 
between undocumented immigrants and native-born whites. However, the results do 
indicate that undocumented immigrants work in neighborhoods that are less white (b = 
-19.454 p < 0.000) and more Hispanic (b = 22.900, p < 0.000) than the workplace 
locations of native whites. Importantly, undocumented immigrants also work in areas 
characterized by more poverty (b = 11.153, p < 0.000). These differences are not 
attenuated over time.  
Similarly, documented immigrants tend work in neighborhoods with a lower 
share of white residents (b = -25.942, p < 0.000). Their workplaces, on average, are 
located in areas with a higher share of Hispanic (b = 29.765, p < 0.000) and immigrant 
residents (b = 11.194, p < 0.000). While these differences are significantly different at 
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time 1, over time these differences do not appear to significantly narrow. I do not find 
evidence of an initial disparity in workplace percent poverty between documented 
immigrants and native whites.  
In contrast to the neighborhoods where they work, I find larger disparities 
between undocumented immigrants and whites in the locations of their other activities. 
For routine activities such as grocery shopping, attending places of worship, 
undocumented immigrants compared to native whites travel to areas that have a lower 
share of white residents (b = 17.317, p < 0.000), a higher share of Hispanic residents 
(b = 17.317, p < 0.000), and more immigrants (b = 17.317, p < 0.000). In fact, routine 
activities of undocumented immigrants take place in neighborhoods that have poverty 
rates that are an estimated 10.9-percent higher than that of native whites (p < 0.000). 
Similar to the trend observed in their residential neighborhoods, the initial differences 
in the block group percent immigrant of these other locations is also somewhat 
reduced over time (b = -6.358; p < 0.01). 
Echoing the results associated with the characteristics of undocumented 
immigrants’ residential neighborhoods, I find initial disparities between documented 
immigrants and native whites in regard to the composition of the neighborhoods that 
they visit neighborhoods during the course of their other routine activities. 
Documented immigrants tend to spend time in areas with higher percentages of 
Hispanic residents (b = 38.385, p < 0.000) and these differences do not appear to 
significantly change with the passage of time. But I find evidence that other 
differences between documented immigrants’ and native whites’ activity spaces are 
reduced over time. More specifically, the initial differences in the percent white (b = -
35.322, p < 0.000), percent immigrant (b = 16.792, p < 0.000), and percent poverty (b 
= 8.414, p < 0.000) of the neighborhoods where other destinations are located narrow 
over time. This provides some evidence that the activity patterns of documented 
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immigrants become more integrated over time; that is, they come to more closely 
resemble those of native-born individuals. 
Results in Table 3 further demonstrate the degree to which undocumented 
immigrants’ activity spaces are characterized by socioeconomic disadvantage. While I 
do not find an initial significant difference between undocumented immigrants and 
documented immigrants in regard to the percent poverty of the neighborhoods they 
visit during the course of routine activities, I do find that this difference widens over 
time. Documented immigrants experience a reduction over time in the average percent 
poverty of the neighborhoods where these destinations are located (b = -4.209, p < 
0.000), however this reduction is offset for undocumented immigrants (b = 5.042, p < 
0.000).  
 
Discussion 
Assimilation theory often hypothesizes a narrowing of the differences between 
immigrants and native-born groups as immigrants reside in the U.S. for longer (see 
Massey 1984). However, assimilation, particularly spatial assimilation may be stalled 
or slowed for undocumented immigrants. Previous research has shown that lacking 
legal authorization to live in or work in the U.S. deeply impacts the prospects of 
undocumented immigrants, resulting in profound consequences for the types of 
housing and neighborhoods they have preferences for and access to (Hall and 
Greenman 2013). Data constraints have often limited researchers’ ability to investigate 
many aspects of the assimilation process as they pertain to undocumented immigrants. 
Furthermore, spatial assimilation involves more than residential attainment. 
Considering the characteristics of the locations of immigrants’ routine destinations 
provides insight into a form of assimilation that is often overlooked and is perhaps 
easier to change than one’s home neighborhood. Incorporating activity spaces into 
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assimilation research in this way provides understanding of the broader spatial 
integration immigrants are able to attain, the potential for between-group contact 
offered by their routine activity patterns, and the degree to which they are exposed to 
poverty and disadvantage during the course of daily life. 
Using longitudinal data on adults from Los Angeles County, I assessed 
whether disparities between undocumented immigrants and native-born whites are 
more persistent or narrow more slowly than the differences between documented 
immigrants and native-born whites. My findings clearly show that undocumented 
immigrants are less likely to be homeowners, and that they experience more household 
crowding, compared to both documented immigrants and native whites. These 
disparities are not reduced over time, and in some cases they even widen. 
Undocumented immigrants’ places of residence are also located in areas characterized 
by a higher share of poverty than other groups – and these disparities persist over time.  
Undocumented immigrants’ slower transition to homeownership and consistent 
exposure to poverty at home and in other locations implies a slowed or blocked path to 
assimilation compared to documented immigrants. This may stem from a number of 
factors. Undocumented immigrants, as a result of being less likely to be homeowners, 
may be less able to accrue wealth and improve their socioeconomic standing. 
Exposure to poverty in both their residential neighborhoods and other locations likely 
impacts both their economic wellbeing and their health (see Browning and Cagney 
2002). Importantly, the disparities in the share of poverty present in the non-residential 
locations they routinely visit may limit the types of institutions or resources they have 
access to. Furthermore, time spent in poor neighborhoods may heighten the fear or 
worry that undocumented immigrants feel when they enter higher income 
neighborhoods. The fear, anxiety, and stigma surrounding associated with being 
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undocumented (Abreggo 2011) may not diminish with the passage of time, thus 
resulting in stalled spatial integration into higher income neighborhoods.  
I also find evidence that there are fewer differences between documented 
immigrants and undocumented immigrants in regard to the racial/ethnic composition 
of their home neighborhoods and activity spaces. However, echoing standard 
measures of assimilation, I find disparities in household crowding, block group 
percent immigrant, percent White, and percent poverty between undocumented 
immigrants and whites. Importantly, these disparities persist over time. Furthermore, 
even routine activity patterns, over which individuals likely are able to exercise a 
higher degree of autonomy and should therefore likely be easier to change than one’s 
place of residence, also do not narrow over time. For documented immigrants, 
differences in the composition of the areas surrounding their routine activity 
destinations are decreased over time. These results provide some evidence that 
documented immigrants are able to follow the typically hypothesized path towards 
spatial assimilation.  
It should be noted that while differences between documented immigrants and 
native-born whites in regard to characteristics of their home neighborhoods and 
locations of their routine activities are reduced over time, the differences in workplace 
neighborhood composition remain relatively stable. Over time, the workplace 
neighborhoods of documented Latino immigrants are less white and have a higher 
percentage of immigrant residents. Furthermore, even though differences in home 
neighborhood percent Hispanic between documented immigrants and whites is 
reduced over time, the other locations that members of this group routinely visit 
remain in areas with higher shares of Hispanic residents. These findings highlight the 
ways in which activity space assimilation may depart from residential assimilation, 
underscoring that activity spaces do not always reflect the composition or 
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characteristics of one’s residential neighborhood (see Pebley and Jones 2014) and that 
taking into account activity spaces is crucial for understanding immigrants’ broader 
spatial incorporation.  
These results come with a few limitations. First, while this method of inferring 
legal status based on self-reported citizenship and visa status is generally accepted, it 
is not without its drawbacks. Some individuals may be hesitant to discuss their legal 
status with an in-person interviewer. However, past research using the LAFANS has 
found that such a cooling effect on self-report of documentation is rare. Even if some 
immigrants incorrectly identify as documented, it would likely mean that the results I 
present here are conservative estimates of the differences between undocumented and 
documented immigrants.  
Second, the LAFANS does not capture immigrants immediately after entry. 
Comparing how activity space characteristics change over time following entry would 
be informative of spatial integration, and how assimilation processes differ over time 
for undocumented and documented immigrants. However, the two waves of the 
LAFANS are collected approximately 8 years apart. This provides a wide time 
window in which I am able to observe changes in immigrants’ routine activity patterns 
and residential outcomes. Third, I measure activity spaces using the provided 
addresses of destinations that are important to the daily lives of respondents. This 
represents an innovation on typical approaches that often only provide information on 
where an individual resides. However, this approach does not capture the full range of 
possible locations individuals spend time in throughout the day. Recent approaches 
have begun employing smartphone GPS tracking to better understand the full scale 
and range of activities and such an approach promise to result in enriching insights for 
activity research and research on places effects.  
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Overall, my findings provide some support for the idea that undocumented 
status may hamper immigrants’ ability to experience spatial integration over time, 
resulting in a form of social isolation that may compound the many other barriers and 
disadvantages they already face. This topic is important not just because of the sheer 
size of the unauthorized population and the significant share of the American 
workforce they account for, but also because of their contribution to and place in 
America’s economic, cultural, social, and political future (see Greico 2010). The 
assimilation and ultimate incorporation of immigrants is often considered a net 
positive for the country as a whole. The process of assimilation may be altered or 
stalled altogether for immigrants who lack documentation, with undocumented being 
more disadvantaged, more segregated, and more socially isolated than any other 
group.  
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Figure 1. Average differences in homeownership, household crowding, and activity 
space characteristics across survey waves for undocumented and documented 
immigrants relative to native-born whites 
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Table 1. Regression results for the residential attainment and activity space 
composition of Latino immigrants relative to native-born Whites in L.A. County 
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Table 2. Regression results for the residential attainment and activity space 
composition of undocumented Latino immigrants relative to documented Latino 
immigrants in L.A. County 
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CHAPTER 3 
 
PLACE-BASED STRESSORS AND CARDIOVASCULAR HEALTH: EXPOSURE 
TO VIOLENT CRIME AND C-REACTIVE PROTEIN AMONG ADULTS IN LOS 
ANGELES COUNTY 
 
Abstract 
Exposure to crime, particularly violent crime, is stressful and can have far-
reaching implications for health. Previous studies provide evidence that neighborhood-
based exposure to violent crime is connected to the production of C-reactive protein 
(CRP), a key indicator of inflammation-related cardiovascular risk. The relationship 
between place-based exposure to violence in other frequently visited destinations and 
CRP remains underexplored. Using data from Wave 2 of the Los Angeles Family and 
Neighborhood Study (LAFANS) and a large, publicly available database of crime 
incidents in L.A. County, I examine whether occurrences of violent crime near 
respondents’ homes, workplaces, places of worship, grocery stores, and healthcare 
providers are related to elevated CRP levels. Results indicate that living in 
neighborhoods where violent crime is associated with higher CRP levels. Violent 
crime that occurs near frequent non-residential destinations is also positively related to 
CRP, particularly if violent crimes occurred repeatedly throughout the year, and adults 
who are exposed to violence both around their homes and in other contexts have 
significant elevations in CRP. These findings shed light on the health impact of 
regular, repeated proximity to crime and how residential and non-residential exposures 
combine to take a toll on cardiovascular health. Exposure to crime that occurs 
frequently and occurs in all or most contexts in which one spends time may play a role 
in shaping disparities in other health outcomes. 
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Introduction 
Rates of violent crime in the US have been steadily declining since their peak 
in 1991. As of 2015, these rates fell to the lowest levels recorded during the last five 
decades (Sharkey 2018). Despite these declines, there remain large variations across 
regions, cities, and neighborhoods in how frequently violence occurs. For example, the 
Pacific Palisades neighborhood in Los Angeles County recorded a per capita violent 
crime rate of 3.9 incidents per 10,000 people over the final six months of 2017, while 
the rate in the neighborhood of Chesterfield Square, approximately 17 miles away, 
was 197.4 during the same time period. The result is that, for some, violent crime 
occurs with painful regularity in their home neighborhoods. 
While personal experiences with criminal victimization have deleterious 
effects on health (Abada 2008; Britt 2001; Koss 2001), even ambient or 
neighborhood-based exposure to violent crime is associated with poorer self-rated 
health, psychological distress, higher rates of major depression, increased concern for 
personal safety, and more feelings of fear and anxiety (Ross 1993; Richardson 2017; 
Kilpatrick et al. 1985; Barbarin 2001). Conducting daily life in environments 
characterized by violence, whether witnessed in person or learned of from other 
sources, is stressful and has important implications for cardiovascular health in 
particular. Specifically, previous studies find that stress, depression, and other 
negative emotions are connected to the production of C-reactive protein (CRP), an 
indicator of systemic inflammation and a reliable predictor of future cardiac events 
(Segerstrom 2004; McDade, Lindau, and Wroblewski 2010).  
To the degree that regular and consistent proximity to crime is associated with 
elevated CRP levels, living in a high-crime neighborhood may impose a heavy 
cumulative toll on cardiovascular wellbeing. However, residential neighborhoods may 
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not be the only context in which individuals regularly spend time where violent crime 
occurs. Daily activities frequently take individuals beyond the boundaries of their 
neighborhoods (see Sastry et al. 2003; Mathews 2011) and crime may also occur near 
the location of frequently visited locations, such as workplaces, grocery stores, or 
places of worship.  
Violent crime that occurs near one’s frequently visited destinations may 
exacerbate the impact of residential exposures. Individuals whose daily activity 
patterns may be characterized by consistent exposure to high-crime environments may 
feel the need to be consistently alert, on-guard, or experience a more generally-
heightened state of anxiety, stress, and fear. Conversely, non-residential exposure on 
its own may not have the same health impacts as residential-based exposures. Activity 
patterns may be altered or adjusted more easily than place of residence, and crime 
occurring in the neighborhood where one works may feel less personally threatening 
than crimes near where one sleeps.  
In this paper I use innovative, restricted-access data from Wave 2 of the Los 
Angeles Family and Neighborhood Study (LAFANS) to study the relationship 
between C-reactive protein and exposure to high-crime areas. Specifically, I evaluate 
the number of violent crime incidents that occurred in close geographic proximity to 
respondents’ important routine activity destinations —home, work, grocery stores, 
places of worship, or medical care facilities— during the last year. I examine whether 
non-residential exposure to violence is linked to CRP and whether the relationship is 
stronger if violent crime occurred consistently near these locations over the past year. I 
also examine whether elevated CRP levels are most likely if an individual is exposed 
to crime in both residential and non-residential contexts. 
 
Neighborhood Stressors and C-reactive Protein  
 75 
 
C-reactive protein (CRP) is an acute phase protein and a marker of systemic 
inflammation (see McDade et al. 2010; Kiecolt-Glaser 2003; Holmes and Marcelli 
2012). Sustained inflammation has been shown to be predictive of the development of 
numerous health problems. Elevated CRP levels are associated with osteoporosis, 
arthritis, Type 2 diabetes, and certain cancers (Denesh et al. 2000; Pradhan, et al. 
2001). CRP is an important indicator of cardiovascular disease and chronically 
elevated CRP is linked to increased risk of myocardial infarction and stroke (Sakkinen 
et al. 2002; Ridker et al. 1998). Among older adults, elevations in CRP may lead to 
functional decline and higher risk of mortality (Jenney et al. 2007).   
Elevated CRP levels are commonly understood to be produced by prolonged or 
repeated exposure to either physical or psychological stressors (McDade et al. 2010). 
Stressors lead to increases in CRP by affecting immune function and inflammatory 
processes (Segerstrom 2004). More specifically, acute and chronic stressful 
experiences, along with depression and other negative emotions, both directly 
stimulate increased production of pro-inflammatory cytokines and indirectly spur the 
production of cytokines by increasing risk of infection, prolonging infection, and 
delaying other healing processes (McDade et al. 2010; Lutgendorf et al. 1999; Owen 
et al. 2003). Increases in CRP, in turn, are produced by hepatocytes in response to pro-
inflammatory cytokines (Kiecolt-Glaser 2003). Inflammatory markers, such as CRP 
levels, are increasingly recognized as some of the strongest predictors of future 
cardiovascular events (Ridker et al. 1998). 
Importantly, CRP levels are most damaging when elevation is prolonged. 
Sustained elevations of CRP levels are strongly tied to extended periods of high stress, 
such as extended sleep deprivation or exhaustion, and sources of chronic stress, such 
as the responsibilities associated with caregiving (Fuligni et al. 2009; Meier-Ewert et 
al 2004; Ma et al. 2011). Similarly, the cumulative toll of consistent exposure to 
 76 
 
violence over an extended period of time may have a “weathering” effect (see 
Geronimus 1992; Lu and Halfon 2003), and thereby be associated with the highest 
elevations of CRP. 
There are several pathways whereby place-based exposure to violent crime 
may be linked with elevated CRP. Elevated CRP levels are often found among those 
who have had previous traumatic exposure to violence, such as military veterans 
suffering from post-traumatic stress disorder (PTSD) (Gill et al. 2009). Similarly, 
neighborhood-based exposure to violence may lead to elevated CRP levels as a direct 
result of increased feelings of fear, anxiety, and stress.    
 Neighborhood-based exposure to violence may also be indirectly linked to 
CRP. High neighborhood crime rates are associated with increased psychological 
distress, concern about personal safety, and fears surrounding victimization potential 
(Browning and Cagney 2002; Hipp 2010; Turner 2013). Living in a high crime area is 
also linked with less frequent engagement in positive health behaviors, such as 
exercise (Richardson 2017). Fears concerning personal safety may dissuade residents 
from exercising or engaging in outdoor physical activity (Foster 2016). Exercise has 
been demonstrated to reduce depression and anxiety, and is thereby negatively 
associated with CRP levels (Milani et al. 2004; Ford 2002). Additionally, 
neighborhood-based exposure to violent crime may deter the formation of local 
friendships, resulting in a lowered sense of local social cohesion, and in lower 
neighborhood collective efficacy, which is associated with CRP (Cagney and 
Cornwell 2010). 
However, when considering the relationship between place and CRP, studies 
of both neighborhood effects and activity spaces must both address concerns with 
selection. Individuals are not randomly assigned to neighborhoods. Instead, 
neighborhood of residence is driven by a complex mix of people’s assets, needs, 
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preferences, and access. Similarly, demographic characteristics and preferences also 
contribute to what areas individuals are able to visit or will choose to spend time in. It 
is also reasonable to assume that individuals’ health shapes the number or types of 
contexts. For example, the health problems associated with prolonged elevated CRP 
levels may limit the size or extent of an individual’s activity space.  
It is also important to note that the stress of exposure to contexts where violent 
crime occurs may be related to the response from local authorities that it elicits. 
Importantly, most crime data employed in studies such as this one are retrieved from 
databases or reports maintained by local police departments and represent incidents to 
which local officers responded. Therefore, it is difficult to separate whether the crime 
itself induces feelings of stress, or whether stress is associated with the law 
enforcement response to a given incident. Frequent reports of crime often indicate a 
heightened police presence in an area. A heightened police presence may be stress-
inducing, particularly for disadvantaged or marginalized populations or minority 
groups with histories of police mistreatment (see Sewell and Jackson 2016). 
To date, few studies have directly tested the relationship between 
neighborhood-based exposure to crime and CRP. The studies that have been 
completed have generally found evidence of a positive relationship between 
neighborhood crime rates and CRP levels. A study of adults in Dallas, for example, 
found that recent spikes in neighborhood burglary rates were associated with elevated 
CRP among men, but not among women (Browning, Cagney, and Iveniuk 2012). This 
study introduces important nuance about whether elevated CRP levels are only 
connected to certain types of neighborhood-based crime exposure, such as burglary, 
and the degree to which other forms of crime-related activities are related to biological 
stress responses.  
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Other studies, while not explicitly focused on crime, have found associations 
between neighborhood structural conditions, such as neighborhood deprivation and 
neighborhood safety concerns, and CRP (Naxmi et al. 2010; Pollitt et al 2007; 
Petersen et al. 2008).  Neighborhood-based exposure to crime may be mediating these 
relationships, and it is thus important to better understand whether spending time in 
areas where violent crime occurs frequently is indeed connected to CRP. 
 
Activity Spaces  
Prior work examining place effects on health in general, and CRP specifically, 
has often relied solely on measures of the characteristics of residential neighborhoods. 
Data on activity spaces, or the full range of contexts individuals spend time in during 
the course of daily life, is less readily available and activity spaces are relatively 
understudied as a result. Daily destinations, such as workplaces, grocery stores, or 
places of worship, are often located outside of individual’s census tracts (Sastry et al. 
2002). For example, adults in Los Angeles County regularly travel an average of 8 
miles for activities such as work or grocery shopping (Sastry et al. 2002). The degree 
to which exposures in residential contexts are meaningful for health outcomes may 
depend on how much of daily life occurs there. Daily responsibilities often necessitate 
spending large portions of time outside of the home. Indeed, working adults generally 
spend the majority of their waking hours beyond the borders of their residential 
neighborhood (Robinson and Godbey 2010).   
Collectively, the full range of spatial contexts individuals spend time in are 
commonly referred to as “activity spaces” (see Sharp et al. 2015; Browning, Soller, 
and Jackson 2015; Matthews and Yang 2013) Non-residential activity space contexts 
often differ in terms of socioeconomic and racial/ethnic composition from individuals’ 
residential neighborhoods (Jones and Pebley 2014) and variation in the characteristics 
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of activity spaces may be an underexplored contributor to racial/ethnic health 
disparities and differences in health during later life (see York Cornwell and Cagney 
2017). Prior studies provide some evidence that characteristics of activity space do 
indeed have important implications for health. For example, a study using the 
LAFANS found that contextual exposure to socioeconomic disadvantage in non-
residential settings is associated with a higher likelihood of reporting poor or fair 
health (Sharp et al. 2015). 
 
Non-residential contexts, violent crime, and CRP  
Non-residential exposure to violent crime may be associated with CRP through 
pathways similar to those discussed above in relation to residential exposure. For 
example, individuals may be exposed to crime in the neighborhoods surrounding their 
place of work while commuting to and from work or if they eat meals or socialize with 
colleagues at nearby bars, restaurants, or coffee shops. The occurrence of nearby 
violent crime incidents may imbue one’s daily commute with more fear, heightened 
alertness or anxiety, and concern for personal wellbeing. Exercising, walking, or other 
physical activities in the neighborhood around one’s workplace would likely be less 
appealing in a high crime area. Similarly, crime may elicit stress and other negative 
emotions and disrupt engagement in health-positive behaviors if it occurs near the 
sites of other frequent activity destinations. This leads to my first hypothesis:  
 
Hypothesis 1: Violent crime in one's residential neighborhood and non-
residential activity space destinations are separately associated with higher CRP. 
 
It is also important to understand the relationship between exposure to crime 
that occurs frequently and consistently over an extended period of time and CRP. 
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Even exposure to just one spatially proximate violent crime has consequences for a 
variety of important outcomes. For example, a study of school-age children in New 
York City found that children living on blocks where a homicide occurred during the 
previous week performed worse on subsequent cognitive assessments (Sharkey 2010). 
CRP elevations are often the most damaging when sustained. Consistent proximity to 
violent crime over time in the contexts in which one spends time may be more 
impactful in producing feelings of fear, anxiety, and other negative emotions and thus 
produce elevated CRP. Taken together, this suggests a hypothesis:  
 
Hypothesis 2: Repeated exposure to crime over the last 12 months is 
associated with higher CRP levels than a single exposure.   
 
In addition to examining whether non-residential exposure to violent crime is 
associated with elevated CRP, a principal objective of this study is to explore how 
exposures in activity spaces combine with or moderate residential exposures. An 
activity space approach to the examination of the relationship between CRP and 
violent crime allows for an individual’s cumulative exposure to be taken into account, 
opening up important avenues of inquiry into whether non-residential exposure to 
violence compounds the effects of crime exposure within one’s home neighborhood. 
Indeed, there is evidence that individuals who reside in disadvantaged neighborhoods, 
but spend time in more advantaged non-residential places, have better self-rated health 
than those who spend time in contexts that mirror the disadvantage of their home 
neighborhood (Inagami, Cohen, and Finch 2007). Therefore, I propose a final 
hypothesis: 
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Hypothesis 3: Individuals who are exposed to violent crime in both non-
residential and residential settings have higher CRP levels than those exposed in only 
one context. 
 
Data and Methods 
In order to test these hypotheses, I employ restricted-access data from Wave 2 
of the Los Angeles Family and Neighborhood Survey (LAFANS), which was 
collected between 2006-2008. Wave 2 followed up with households who were 
interviewed for Wave 1 of the LAFANS. Wave 1 of LAFANS, collected in 2000-
2002, was based off of a stratified random sample of 65 census tracts in Los Angeles 
County, California. Among the selected census tracts, neighborhoods with a higher 
share of residents at or below the poverty line were oversampled (see Sastry et al. 
2006; Sastry and Pebley 2003). Adults and children residing in households in these 
census tracts were randomly selected for interview in Wave 1, and an effort was made 
to re-interview all Wave 1 households for Wave 2. Additionally, in Wave 2 a new 
random selection of households who moved into the sampled neighborhoods between 
2002 and 2006 were also interviewed. Wave 2 interviews were completed with an 
overall response rate of 64 percent (Peterson et al., 2011). Interviews were conducted 
in either English or Spanish and households that were unable to complete an interview 
in either language were excluded. I restrict my analytic sample to adult respondents.  
Approximately 50 percent of eligible LAFANS Wave 2 households (including 
both panel and new-entrant respondents) were selected at random for the collection 
of several biomeasures. For those selected, dried blood spot samples (DBS) were 
collected by technicians who were licensed phlebotomists on a follow-up visit. Of the 
508 eligible adults who were randomly selected to provide DBS samples, 365 
completed the follow-up appointment (representing a response rate of 72 percent). The 
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DBS samples were used to assess C-reactive protein levels, along with several other 
measures. Laboratory results of the LAFANS DBS samples were only recently made 
available and have not to date been employed in previous studies. For the purposes of 
this paper, my analytic sample consists of all Wave 2 adult respondents who 
completed the follow-up appointment and for whom DBS results are available (N = 
365).  
 
C-reactive Protein  
I employ a plasma equivalent measure (mg/L) of CRP concentration. 
Consistent with previous research using CRP, I find that the distribution of CRP 
concentration is extremely right-skewed and therefore it is necessary to take the 
natural logarithm of the raw score in order to normalize the distribution (see 
Browning, Cagney, and Iveniuk 2012; McDade et al. 2010). Very high CRP levels are 
often indicative of other health issues, such as acute infection. I therefore exclude 
cases with a CRP that is greater than 20 mg/L (see McDade et al., 2006). Excluding 
these cases leaves me with a total analytic sample of 355 respondents.  
 
Activity Spaces  
During the course of the interview, respondents were asked to provide the 
addresses of several key locations that were important to their lives. From the 
provided addresses, I considered a total of seven possible destinations: home, 
workplaces (respondents may provide addresses for up to two employers), medical 
care facilities that they go to for either emergency or routine care (considered 
separately), church or place of worship, and grocery store. I rely on the geographic 
coordinates of these locations in order to construct measures of respondent activity 
spaces.  
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Violent Crime 
In order to identify the degree to which respondents are exposed to violent 
crime, I use data made publicly available by Los Angeles County Sheriff’s 
Department. This database is maintained and compiled by the GIS coordinator for Los 
Angeles County and the Los Angeles County Sheriff’s department and contains 
historical data for each year between 2005 and 2009. While crime incidents are 
geocoded, the exact locations are slightly adjusted for de-identification purposes. This 
geographic adjustment is fairly minimal in that it places the locations within the same 
block as the actual incident, but cannot be used to identify the specific address or 
building where the crime occurred. For each crime record, the incident date and the 
category or type of crime are provided.  
For the purposes of this paper, I focus on violent crimes. Violence is a 
powerful stressor, and exposure to violent crime in particular may be particularly 
meaningful CRP, even when it occurs in non-residential environments.  I therefore 
include only incidents identified as homicide, rape, aggravated assault, or robbery. I 
used packages for the processing of geographic information available in R 3.4.1 in 
order to overlay the coordinates of the violent crime incidents and respondents’ 
activity destinations onto a map of LA County. In previous studies, census tract 
boundaries have been the most commonly utilized proxies for residential 
neighborhoods. However, census tracts vary in size and relying on tracts may mean 
disregarding crime incidents that occurred geographically proximate to a respondent 
but which fall beyond the borders of their tract. In order to ensure that I am examining 
exposures to crime occurring within comparable distances, I construct my own 
geographic measures. In LA County, the average area of a census tract is 4.48 square 
kilometers. With this in mind, I calculated the number of violent crimes that occurred 
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within 1 kilometer of each activity space location for each respondent. In order to put 
this in perspective, a radius of 1 kilometer yields an area that is slightly smaller than 
that of the typical census tract in LA County and thus captures violent crime incidents 
occurring within what can reasonably be thought of as the neighborhood surrounding 
each of the activity space locations.  
I split the resulting file by location type, examining home and non-home 
locations separately. I edited the file with two considerations in mind: timing and 
location overlap. First, for both types of locations, I excluded incidents that occurred 
after the respondents’ interview date (provided in the LAFANS data) or more than 12 
months prior.   
Second, I examined overlap in the 1 km radius areas around home and non-
home locations. For non-home locations, I excluded incidents that were within the 
specified distance of both the respondent’s home and at least one non-home location. 
This is done so that exposure to crime in non-home locations is indicative only of 
crime incidents that respondents would not have been exposed to in their home 
neighborhoods. Also, for non-home locations, incidents that occurred within 1 km of 
multiple locations were only counted once. The total number of violent crimes around 
respondents’ non-home activity destinations is therefore defined as a count of the 
number of unique incidents that occurred within 1 km of any non-home location 
during the last 12 months for a given respondent. Similarly, the total number of violent 
crimes around respondents’ homes was defined as a count of incidents occurring 
within the specified distance and time frame.  
Given the distribution of the resulting count variable, I categorized counts of 
violent crimes that occurred near each type of destination (home, workplace, and other 
destination) into three categories: 0, 1 to 5, and more than 5. The timing of exposure 
was measured using a measure split into the following categories: no exposure during 
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the last 12 months (1), exposure during only one quarter (2), exposure during 2 or 
three quarters (3), and exposure in each quarter of the past year (4). This measure was 
again constructed for each of the three types of location (home, workplace, and other 
destination). This measure is intended to capture whether exposure to violent crime in 
a given location was frequent, a one-off event, or a more sporadic and perhaps less-
predictable occurrence.   
Finally, the measure of the combination of contexts in which individuals were 
exposed to violent crime was categorized as: no exposure (1), near one’s home only 
(2), home and other destinations (3), other destinations only (4), home, workplace, and 
other destinations (5), and any other remaining combination (6).  
 
Controls  
Prior research indicates that CRP levels vary by gender and race/ethnicity. I 
therefore include a binary indicator of whether the respondent identifies as female 
(1=yes) and a five-category indicator of race/ethnicity with categories including non-
Hispanic white, non-Hispanic black, Hispanic, non-Hispanic Asian, and other 
race/ethnicity. I adjust for immigration-related differences or life course effects by 
including an indicator of whether the respondent was born in the U.S. (1= foreign-
born) and controlling for respondent age (in years). I account for marital status 
(married = 1), educational attainment (1= did not complete high school), and annual 
family income (logged). I also control for several important health behaviors, 
including whether the respondent engaged in any physical activity in the last seven 
days (1= yes), whether they have ever smoked (1= yes), and whether they drank any 
alcoholic beverages in the last 30 days (1= yes). Finally, I adjust for several factors 
related to the day that the dried blood spot sample was collected that may bias CRP 
estimates, namely whether the respondent had coffee (1= yes), whether they ate any 
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food that day (1= yes), whether they smoked (1= yes), and whether they use blood 
pressure medication (1= yes). 
 
Analytic Strategy 
I employ a series of OLS regression models in order to explore the relationship 
between CRP (logged) and exposure to violent crime. For each model, I first estimate 
the unadjusted relationship between the outcome and measure of place-based violent 
crime exposure of interest without controls and then estimate a model with all relevant 
controls included. Post-stratification sampling weights are included in the LAFANS 
data and are designed to adjust for characteristics of the sampling design. When 
applied to the full adult sample, the data may be interpreted as representative of the 
adult population of LA County.  
In order to account for selection into the DBS sample, I adjust the sampling 
weights by extracting the probability of a given respondent being retained in the 
analytic subsample (see Morgan and Todd 2004; 2008). I thereby formulate a direct 
adjustment weight (see Rosenbaum 2002), calculated as the post-stratification weight 
multiplied by the inverse probability of being in the analytic subsample. Such an 
adjustment gives disproportionately more weight to those who were least likely to 
remain in my analyses (see Imbens 2004). This weighting adjustment helps to reduce 
the amount of bias in any inferences from the relatively small subsample who took the 
DBS assessment to the broader population of adults in L.A. County.  
The crime data I utilize in this study represents the largest available dataset of 
geocoded crime incidents that occurred during the study time period. It is important to 
note that some police jurisdictions do not provide incident reports to the L.A. County 
Sheriff’s database and it therefore does not contain every incident that occurred in the 
relevant time frame. However, this database provides information on a very large 
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number of incidents (1,221,378 total incidents or an average of 305,345 violent crime 
incidents per year for each of the four years included in the data) and includes 
incidents occurring in a wide range of neighborhoods throughout the county. 
Respondents are perhaps exposed to more crime than my estimates capture and there 
may be respondents who are categorized as having no exposure who have actually 
been exposed to violent crime. To the degree that my estimates identify a relationship 
between exposure to crime and CRP, they may represent the lower bound or a 
conservative estimate of the actual relationship.  
In order to establish whether non-residential exposures to violent crime are 
related to CRP (Hypothesis 1), I first estimate the relationship between CRP and the 
number of violent crimes (0, 1 to 5, or More than 5) near a given type of destination 
during the prior 12 months. Adjusted and unadjusted relationships between CRP and 
the violent crime measure are presented both separately and together. Next, I test the 
relationship between CRP elevation and the timing of exposure to violent crime 
(Hypothesis 2). Finally, I estimate a model that includes the categorical indicator of 
the combination of contexts in which a violent crime occurred in order whether 
exposure in multiple contexts is associated with higher CRP than exposure in just one 
context (Hypothesis 3).  
 
Results  
Descriptive statistics for key variables included in the analyses are presented in 
Table 1. The mean plasma-equivalent CRP concentration is 2.05 mg/L. Approximately 
68.5 percent of the sample had at least one violent crime occur within 1 kilometer of 
their home during the year prior to the interview. For just over a third of respondents, 
violent crimes occurred near their homes in each quarter of the prior year. About 21.1 
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percent had more intermittent exposure, and 13.1 percent of respondent had exposure 
to violent crime near their homes in just one quarter of the year.   
Non-residential exposures to violent crime were more common than residential 
exposures, overall, with 79.6 percent of respondents having a violent crime occur near 
one of their activity space destinations and 29.8 percent of the respondents having one 
or more violent crimes near their workplaces. Around other activity destinations, 
exposure to violent crime was typically more consistent; 57.5 percent of the sample 
had at least one violent crime occur near an activity destination in each quarter of the 
year, 16.5 percent experienced intermittent exposure, and only 5.6 percent experienced 
exposure during just one time period. About 40.5 percent of respondents had one or 
more violent crime occur near their home and at least one other non-residential 
location and 5.3 percent had exposure to violent crime near their homes only. 
Next, turning to my hypotheses, I first test whether adults who had violent 
crime incidents near their homes have higher CRP levels than those who had no such 
exposure. Regression results for these models are reported in Table 2. Model 1 in 
Table 2 reports unadjusted results from a model including the categorical indicator of 
residential neighborhood-based exposure to violent crime. Respondents who had 1 to 
5 violent crimes occur near their homes in the past year have CRP concentration 
(logged) that is approximately 0.698 higher than those who had zero violent crimes 
occur near their homes. This relationship is significant even after sociodemographic 
controls are added in Model 2 (p < 0.05). CRP is also higher for those who had 5 or 
more crimes occur near their home, but the difference does not achieve statistical 
significance.  
I repeat this analysis for the other types of locations, including workplace and 
other destinations. Individuals who are exposed to more violent crime near their place 
of work (either 1 to 5 incidents or More than 5 incidents) do not have significantly 
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higher CRP than those who are exposed to none. Exposure to more violent crimes near 
other destinations is associated with higher CRP, but only for those who are exposed 
to 5 or more incidents (b = 0.474; p < 0.05). Finally, in Models 5 and 6, I include the 
measures of exposure in different types of contexts in the same model. Even after 
adjusting for exposure in home neighborhoods and near activity space destinations, 
individuals who have between 1 to 5 violent crimes occur near their home have 
significantly higher logged CRP (b = 0.646, p < 0.01). Those who have 5 or more 
violent crimes near other destinations also have higher logged CRP levels, although 
the differences is only marginally significant (b = 0.418; p < 0.10). Taken together, 
these results provide some support for Hypothesis 1: exposure to violent crime near 
one’s home is associated with higher CRP levels (but only for those who were 
exposed to between 1 to 5 incidents) and exposure to violent crime in non-residential 
locations is related to CRP (but only for other destinations and not for workplaces). 
Running contrary to Hypothesis 1, when adjusting for exposure in one’s home 
neighborhood, the relationship between exposure in other activity space destinations 
and CRP is only marginally significant.  
In Table 3, I present the results from models estimating the relationship 
between the timing of exposure to violent crime during the past 12 months and CRP. 
Similar to Table 1, I first present the unadjusted results and then I present the results 
when controlling for sociodemographic variables. I estimate the relationship between 
exposure in each of the three types of locations separately and then together in the 
final model. Individuals who experience exposure in their home neighborhoods in 
only one quarter of the past year have higher CRP than those who experienced no 
exposure (b = 0.528; p < 0.05), as do those who experienced exposure in two or three 
quarters of the year (b = 0.598; p < 0.01). For other destinations (Models 5 and 6), 
exposure to violent crime is only significantly related to elevated CRP levels when 
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violent crimes occurred in each of quarter of the past 12 months. These relationships 
remain significant even after adjusting for exposure in home and work environments. 
These results provide some support for Hypothesis 2, especially in the case of other 
destinations. For other destinations, there is some evidence that more consistent 
exposure to violent crime over time is related to elevated CRP. However, home 
proximity to violent crime, recent and sporadic events are significantly related to 
higher CRP whereas consistent exposure is not.  
Finally, I examine the relationship between the combination of contexts in 
which exposure occurred and CRP. These results are presented in Table 4. CRP is 
higher among individuals who have violent crime near their homes (b = 0.736; p < 
0.05), those who have violent crimes in near their homes and other destinations (b = 
0.591; p < 0.05), and those who have violent crimes near their homes, workplaces, 
and other destinations (b = 0.681; p < 0.05). These results provide some evidence for 
Hypothesis 3 in that exposure to violent crime in multiple environments is associated 
with elevated CRP. However, exposure to violent crime in multiple environments is 
not related to CRP levels that are higher than those associated with exposure at home 
only, which does not provide support for my original hypothesis.  
 
Discussion  
Elevated C-reactive protein levels are predictive of poor future cardiovascular 
events, and are connected to the development of numerous other serious health issues 
(Sakkinen et al. 2002; Pradhan et al. 2001). While it is commonly understood that 
CRP production is linked to prolonged or repeated exposure to physical and 
psychological stressors (Owen et al. 2003), the relationship between CRP and 
environment-based exposures is underexplored. Specifically, individuals’ daily 
activity patterns may consistently expose them to environments characterized by 
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violent crime, a particularly potent source of stress, or they may provide for 
contrasting exposures. In this study, I examined the connection between spatial 
proximity to violent crime and CRP among adults in Los Angeles County. My results 
provide further evidence of the important impacts of neighborhood-based exposures, 
and highlight the physical toll that consistent environment-based exposure to violent 
crime takes on cardiovascular health. 
My findings clearly demonstrate a strong positive relationship between CRP 
and residing in a neighborhood where violent crimes have occurred. Exposure to 
violence near one’s home, even if it is not a consistent or regular occurrence, is 
associated with significant elevations of CRP. Similarly, exposure to violent crime that 
is limited to one’s residential context and is not part of larger pattern of exposure in 
other contexts is associated with elevated CRP levels, at least compared to those who 
experience no place-based exposures.  
These results provide further evidence that neighborhood contexts play an 
important role in shaping residents’ health. While I do not explicitly explore the 
mechanisms whereby exposure to violence produces CRP elevations in this study, my 
results are consistent with prior work highlighting the health impacts of environment-
based exposure to crime. Previous studies indicate that exposure to crime is tied to 
increased feelings of fear, anxiety, and depression (Richardson 2017; Foster et al. 
2017; Browning, Cagney, Iveniuk 2012). Crime is disruptive to sleep patterns, and 
impacts the frequency with which residents engage in outdoor physical activity 
(Richardson 2017). My results indicate that neighborhood-based exposure to violence 
ultimately has implications for residents’ cardiovascular health in ways that may shape 
or contribute to broader health disparities.  
Exposure to violence in non-residential locations, aside from one’s workplace 
is also associated with higher CRP levels. These results highlight the nuances of place-
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based exposure and indicate the need for more activity space research. The reasons for 
the seeming significance of exposure in one type of context but not in others is 
understudied. Examining the characteristics of non-residential spaces in which 
individuals spend time provides a more holistic picture of the totality of the health-
relevant exposures an individual may encounter while navigating daily life. It also 
provides insight into the complex and important ways these exposures may combine 
with or exacerbate the impacts of crime encountered in residential spaces.  
Specifically, I find that non-residential exposure to violence is particularly 
meaningful for CRP when it occurs frequently and consistently over a long period of 
time. Furthermore, CRP is significantly higher for those exposed in multiple contexts. 
Individuals may be less aware of violent crimes that occur in places that they visit 
during the day unless such incidents occur regularly and frequently. Individuals who 
are also exposed to violence near their homes may also be more aware of or alert to 
crime occurring in other contexts.  
My analyses are not without limitations. First, CRP was only measured once 
and I am therefore unable to examine how changes in crime may be associated with 
changes in CRP levels. A research design including multiple measurements of CRP 
would enable a more rigorous examination of a causal link between exposure to 
violence and CRP.  
Second, I limit focus here on only one feature of respondents’ spatial 
contexts—violent crime. Violent crime rates may proxy or occur concurrently with 
other neighborhood-based stressors. For example, violent crime may be related to 
lower neighborhood collective efficacy, or occur in neighborhood environments where 
other non-violent crimes are also a regular occurrence. Future research should explore 
the characteristics of the social environment that may mediate the relationship between 
violent crime and CRP. More insight is also needed into whether exposure to other 
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types of crime are similarly associated with CRP and whether these relationships vary 
depending on where the exposure occurred.  
In a similar vein, this study does not other explore potential mechanisms or 
anything that may mediate the relationship between violent crime exposure and CRP. 
Future studies need to better explore the pathways whereby neighborhood-based 
exposures are connected to cardiovascular health. Lastly, my measures of activity 
spaces are limited to a handful of possible locations that individuals likely visit. 
However, the locations that are reported include places that respondents regularly and 
repeatedly visit (e.g., places of worship and grocery stores) and places that they likely 
spend a large portion of time in each week (e.g., workplaces). In seeking to capture the 
environment-based stressors that individuals encounter, the approach employed in the 
LAFANS data therefore likely represents a fairly good proxy. New and innovative 
studies are implementing data collection procedures that involve real-time location 
tracking using GPS technology. These studies may provide better insight into true total 
of stressors that individuals encounter while navigating daily life.  
As noted previously, all studies of neighborhood and activity spaces have 
issues with selection. Individuals are not randomly assigned to neighborhoods, nor are 
their activity spaces unconnected to both their health and their personal demographic 
characteristics. This work is not meant to be interpreted as causal, and more research 
is needed to better understand the role selection plays in activity spaces more broadly. 
While it is important to keep issues of selection in mind when considering results of 
neighborhood studies and this work is no way meant to be interpreted as presenting a 
causal relationship, these analyses provide important insight into the potential ways in 
which social environments may shape health.   
Violence resonates far beyond the date of the immediate incident, and has 
implications for more than those initially involved (see also Sharkey 2018). The 
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impact of violent crime extends to those who share the neighborhood where it 
occurred (Sharkey 2010). Individuals who are consistently exposed to violence, whose 
daily lives bring them into environments characterized by violent crime, face dire 
ramifications for their cardiovascular health. Uncovering the health costs of daily 
exposure to stressors may reveal more about the racial/ethnic and socioeconomic 
disparities in health and longevity in the U.S. It also provides further evidence of the 
important role that neighborhood contexts play in shaping the health and wellbeing of 
residents. 
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Table 1. Descriptive statistics for key variables  
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Table 2.  Coefficients from models regressing CRP on exposure to violent crime at 
home and in non-residential settings (N= 355) 
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Table 3.  Coefficients from models regressing CRP on timing of exposure to violent 
crime during prior year (N = 355) 
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Table 4.  Coefficients from models regressing CRP on whether respondents were 
exposed to violent crime in their home neighborhoods, non-residential settings, or both 
(N = 355) 
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